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FEDERAL COMMlJNlCATlONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of t h e m m u n i c a t i o n s  Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power o f  already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom o f  our media are at  stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, i t  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In  the concert industry. Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
live concen business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

7-he same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. B y  eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland. “safe” programming with litt le diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice o f  consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming. or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain al l  ofthe current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership~Rule 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 o f  the Telecommunications Act of  1996, Notice of Pro$& 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

'To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners. and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I ain writing to you today to comnient 011 Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast 
ounership rules. In i l s  goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. Thcse rules serve thc 
public interest by limiting the iiiarkct power o f  already huge companies in ilie broadcast industry. 

I wpport thc FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 200;. I strongly 
encourage [he Conimissior to liold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation froin the public. The rarified, lawycrly almospliere of an FCC rulemaking is nor an appropriate 
decision-makiiig vcnue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at  stake. I encourage the 
Coriiinissioner, to come out and meet some of the people who do not l ime a financial interest in this issue, but a 
(ocial interest. 

With tlie serious impact these rule changes wil l  have on our democracy, it Is important that the Commission rake the 
time to review thcse issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

A S an cmployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, 1 can 
speak first hand about thc cffects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
dctrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the  concert industry, Clear Channel. the largcst concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
live concert business. Clcar Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
acccss to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranrccd fees to the anists they proniotc are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, rcsulting is incredibly high-priced concen tickets, outside the reach of  many fans. This 118s caused 
coiicert tickct prices and service chargcs to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry i s  affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration tules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wil l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few larxe corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland. "safe" programming with litfle diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice o f  consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests. not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compere against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As ruch, the FCC should retain all o f  the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 
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r "  I n  the Matter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast O ine rsh ip  Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of P p p . ~ d \ \ . , ? ? C .  

... I .  <-. I ,,.~ , Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 
, . 

TO: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership ru les.  In i ts goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain al l  of the current media ownership rules now in question. These d e s  serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in a l l  parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee o f  Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects o f  consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertaitment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wi l l  be eroded so geatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with l i t t le diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice ofconsumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests o f  the public. Without the current rules in place, there i s  no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcen promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should rerain a l l  ofthe current media ownership rules now in quesrion. 

Sincerely. 

Map Beth Kelly 
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111 llic M a l  t w  of 20112 Biciinial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Owgonmpfftke$-.~.-- 
i l l id Otlirl- Ruler Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Praphied 
R ~ i l c m ~ i k i i i &  \I11 I)orki,t Nn. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

I~II 

I iiiii \ \ i i I i i i ~  ( 1 1  !oil l od~ i !~  I O  comnienl 1111 Uockel No. 02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
o n  i im I i i 1 i  t i i lc%. 1 1 1  11'. :~i.i ls [o promote coiiipctition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
Ihclic\ I. lli i i i i l i c  I ( ( '  \ l i t i i i l i l  irctain a11 ( i l t l i e  curient media ~iwnership r u l e s  now in question. These rules serve the 
lpi ih ic i i i I c t~ 's1  1). I i i i i i l i i ig llie maihcr pnwe~  ofal ready huge companics in the broadcast industry. 

I ,si1lpoii l l ic  I,( '(Vs 1iI'iii io  l iold 3 public lieai~ing on this matter in Richmond, VA iii February 2003. I strongly 
c ~ i c i i i i i u g c  l l ic ( ' o i i i i i i i s \ i o i i  to hok l  m i i l a r  hearings in a l l  parts ofthe countly and solicit the widest possible 
~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ l i c i p i l t i o i i  Iiniiii tlie liiihlic. The rariiied, lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
i I c ~ i , i ~ i i i ~ i i i u h i i i ~  \ 'c i i i ie \ \  l ic i i  qiicstions a b  profound as the freedom of our media are a t  stake. I encourage the 
( ' i ~ i i i i i i i ~ s i ~ ~ i i ~ ~ ~ ~  io  co i i i c  o i i ~  aiid nicct snii ie o l  t l ic  people wlio do not havc a financial intcrest in lhir issue, but a 
\<lcl . l l  I I I Ic Ic\ I .  

\Z:iiIi l l i c  \ C ~ I < I I I \  iiiipiicl i I i c \ e  i i i l e  changes wil l  I ia\ 'e on o w  democracy, i t  is important thatthe Commission take the 
I i i i ic io irc\'i~,\\ 11 i c~c  i ss i i c s  iiioir IIioroiigIiIy and al lvw tlie Anieiican people to have a meaningfill say in the process. 

'\,\ m i  c i i i l i Io ! i 'c  i l l  liiiii l l ~ ~ i i l i i c t ~ ~ i i i ~ ,  ILtd.. the cotintry's largest indcpeiident cviiccrt and theatrical promoter, I can 
\pc.ih l i i\ i li:ai<l iilxiiii tlic c l l i .c~s o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
ticti i i i i c i i t ~ i I  cl'lcct\ ~ i f c ~ ~ i i ~ i ~ l i ~ l ~ t i ~ i i  111 the cnnccil industry. 

111 i l ic IOIICCII i i i d i i s i i ~ ,  ( ' l c i i r  Charinel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
I i i i .  COIICCI I l i i iw i csh .  ( lc i i i  Channel l i a s  c x c I u s i ~ e  contimts with nunie~~ous  venues across the country, blocking 

i c l ' ,  ~ i ~ . i i . i i i i c ~ ~ I  1i.c.. to [lie art ists they proinote are xi exorbitant, that thcy must pass along t h i s  cost to the 

I l ic S r ~ i c i ~ i i ~ ! .  I '( '( '  ( '(Ii i i i i i i~sioiier\. and Chict; Media Bui~eau: 

IO ~ i l l i e i  lp i~i i i i io lc i \ .  ~csulting in less choice available to consumers iii live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 

c o i i w i i c i .  ic\ii lt i i is 15 iiicimlihly IiigIi-piiccd concert tickets, wtside the reach of inany fans. This has caused 
C I I I ~ ~ ' ~ I ' I  t > c k  111 i c n  iiiid w \ ' ~ c e  charge to l i s e  more ihan 60'X w e r  the past 6 years. 

i i i i c  coii,~,,l i[ l i i i ioii i i i  i l ic  concert i i idust i~y I \  affecting the broadcast industry. B y  dimmating the remaining 
i i iccl ir l  c o ~ i c c i i ~ i : i t ~ ~ ~ i  IIIIC\. i l ic divci.sity and indcpciidence of inedia outlets wil l  he eroded so greatly as to leave the 
~OIIILIIIICI~ i\ 1111 1 c n c 1  cIioicI. 111 niiisic. A iew large corporations wil l  control what music gets played and how often, 
~ r d i i i i ~  i i i  lhl:iii<l. - w l L ~ "  lpiograiiiniiiig with l i t t le diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
tlic ( l cn ioc ia t i c  \ 'o icc i i ~ ~ c o i i s i i m c r s  wi l l  hc ignorcd (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
IIUII i i i le ie\ is .  iiol ihc iiitci.cuts oirhe puhlic. Witlioiit the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
c o i ~ i ~ ~ i i i r i , i i i \  io  v:ii! ir;idi(> Iiroadcasts. create i i i i iqiie programming, or vcer from playing the songs they want to 
1pi1>1iiotc. Ic,\oIoii; i i i "Ics, c l i n i c e  aiid iio ~ o i c c ' '  for the consunier. 

III ~ i d d i i i ~ ~ i ~ .  m c c  IV)h i;iOio ytat io i is  have beconie very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
i;idio JiiqiI~iy iiiiil I i rmiotioi i  iii cscliange for the xtists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
l l r o i i l o t c i s  c. i i i i io1 io i i ipc tc  :i+iiirt radio station, conceits since w e  cannot offcr anything that could match airplay 
, i l l d  1>111111<111011. 
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FEDERAL COMMLJNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington. DC 20554 

In thc Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast 0 
and Other  Rules Adopted Pursuant  tu Section 202 uf the Telecommunications Act of 1996, No 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, ZUU2) 

T o  The Secretary FCC Coiniiiissionerr;. a i d  Chicf. Media Burcau: 

I iini i~nt i i ig  I o  you today I o  coiniiicnt on Docket No.  02-277, the Biennial Revicw o f  the FCCs broadcast media 
oniiership rules. In ils goals to promotc competition. dversiiy and localism in today's mcdia market, I strongly 
bcl ic \c  i l ia1 the FCC should rela& all of the currcnl media owiiership d c s  now in question. Tliesc rulcs s e n e  the 
public iiitcrcst by limiting the inarkct power of already hugccompames in the broadcast industr?.. 

I suppon ilie FCC's p h i  IO hold a public hearing on this malter in Rxhmond, VA in February 2001. I strongly 
ciicourage Ihe Coimnissioii 10 hold similar hearings in all parts or tlic countr) and solicit the widest possiblc 
p;iilicipalion Irom Lhe public The rarificd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC ruleinaking is not an appropriate 
dccisioii-iivakiiig venuc when questions as profouiid as the freedom o f  our media arc at stake. I encourdge the 
Coiniiiissioners IO come out aiid incct some or Ihe people who do not Imve a financial interest in  this issue. hut a 
sociiil iiwrt'st. 

\ V i l l i  l l i c  serious iinpaci llicsc rule changes wil l  have on our dciiiocracy, it is imponant that the Conmiissioii take the 
i i i i ic i o  rcviem these issties inorc Ilioroiighl? and allow the Amencan people 10 havc a mcaningful say in tlie process. 

A s  iiii eiiiployce of hiin Produclioiis. Lld., the country's largest iiidepeiidcnt coiiccll aid llicatncal proinoler. 1 call 
spciik first hand about tlic cffccls or industq consolidelion in tlie broadcast industries, I w i n g  cxpcnenccd lhe 
dctriincnlal effects of consolidation in thc conccfl induslry. 

111 IIIC coiicefl industry. Clear Channcl, llic largcsi concen promoter in the country controls tlie vast majority of llic 
II\.C coiicefl husiiiess. Clear Chaniicl 1x1s exclusive coiltracts with iiumerous venues across the country, blocking 
iicccss IO  otl ici  proinotcrs, resulting iii less choice available to consuiiicrs in livc cntcllainment. Additionally, Clear 
Cliaiuicl~s guaranteed fees to the iinists thcy proinotc arc so cxorbitant, that they inust pass aloiig this cost to the 
~OI IS I I I I IC~ .  rcsulting is incrcdibly higli-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has causcd 
coiiccrt tickc1 pnccs and senice charges to rise inore than 60% over the past h years. 

Tlic siiiiic coiisolidalioii in the concen industrq IS afFectiiig the broadcast industry. By climinating the reinaining 
media conceiilration mlcs, Ihc diversity and independence of inedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as lo lcavc rlic 
cniisuiiicr wi111 fewer choices in  inmisic. A few large corporalions will control whal music gets played and liow often 
rcsiilling i n  bland, "safe" progranining uilh little diversib, diiiiinishing thc quality of radio broadcasts. In elfecl. 
[ l ie democratic voicc or consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as  the large corporations work to scn'c llicir 
OMII iilleresis. inot the interesrs of the public. Without tlic current d c s  i n  placc, there is no incentive by large 
corporalioiis lo v a p  radio broadcasls, crcatc unique programming, or veer froin playing the songs they want Io 
proinotc. resillling iii "Icss choicc and no voice" cor the consumer. 

111 iiddiiioii. siiicc 1996 radio stalioiis have becoine ver j  foriiiidable coinpetitors of conccrt promoters hy oCLeriiig 
iadio iurplay and proinotion i i i  cschmgc for tlic mists' appearance on their radio station coiicerts. Concert 
lproinolers GUIII~! coinpctc agaiiisl radio stalioiis coiicens since we caiuiot offer anytlung tlut could imtch aipkiy 
iiiid prniiiolioir. 

As S I I C ~ I .  the FCC should rclain all of the current incdia owncrship rules now in question. 

Slllcercl\ 

0,"' 
,,.,' 



PEIIFRAL COM MLWICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

I n  the Mattcr of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other  Rules Adopted Pursuant  to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, hlM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

.- 

To The Secretary, FCC Conimissioners, and Chief. Media Bureau 

1 a n i  writing to you today to comment on Docket No.  02-277, the Biennial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
o~r i r r sh ip  rules. In its goals to promorc competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believc that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public iiilerest by limning the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 support thc FCC‘s plaii to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold siniilar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation fiom the public. ‘fie rarified, lawycrly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
decision-making \;eiiue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
Coniniissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest i n  this issue, but a 
social interest. 

W i h  the serious impact these rule changes will have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As a n  employee of Jam Productions, Lrd., the country’s largesl independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand aboul the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental cffects of consolidarion i n  the concert industry. 

I n  the concert iiidustry, Clear Channel, the largesi concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the countq,  blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fces to the artists they promote are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumcr, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert rickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices aiid service charges to rise more than 60%~ over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. I n  effect, 
the democralic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
owii interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to v a l y  radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” fur the consumer. 

In addition, since I996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concen 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and proinotioii. 

A5 such, the FCC should retain al l  nt the current media ownership rules now i n  question 

Sincerely, 

k 
JAM Productions. Ltd. 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
\hiislringioii D C  20554 

111 the Matter of ZlM2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Brnadcast &wd&f&&&irq- 
snd Other Ruler Adopted Pursuant to Section 2112 of thcTelecnmmunications Act o f  1996, Notice o f  Proposed 
Rulemilkiiig, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept 23.2002) 

To Thc Secrctarl;. FCC Coniiiussioncrs. aiid Cliicl. Media Bureau 

I iiiii writing to you loday to coinineiil on Dockei N o  112.277. ltie BicnniaJ Rcview of the FCC's broadcast imcdia 
o\+iiersliip rules. I n  its goals to proinotc coinpe~iuoii. dvcrsity and localism in today's media iiiarkct. I strongly 
b c l i e x  lliiil llic FCC should rctain all of lhe ciinent media ownership rules now in  qucstion These rulcs serve ttie 
piiblic iiilcrcst by liinitiiig lhe  inarkct powcr of alrcady hugc companies iii tlic broadcast induslr).. 

I siippon the FCC's pliui to hold a public licaring on tlus inallcr in  FOcliniond, VA in  February 2003. I stroiigly 
ciicourage [ l ie Coiruiiission to hold siinilx hearings in all Q ~ S  of thc country and solicit the widest possible 
par1icip;iiion rrotn the piiblic. Thc ranficd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulcmaking i s  not an approprialc 
dccision-iiiiking vcnue wlicn queslions as profound as the freedom of  our media are at stakc. l encourage llic 
('otiiiiiissioircrs 10 coinc atit and meet some of tlic people who do not have a financial interest iii this issue. but a 
,social i i irercsi 

With ~ l i c  scnous iinpact diesc rule cliariges will have oii our democracy. 11 is  iiiiportant that the Coimuissioii take tlic 
luiic to rcvicm tlrcse issics inorc iliaroughly aiid allow the American people to have a incaningful say in  tlic process. 

As ;in cmplo)ce of Jam Produclioiis. Lld.. thc counuy's largest independent concert and theatrical promotcr. 1 cilli 
spcak l i r s l  hand about the effccls of industq consolidation in thc broadcast industries, having expcrienced ttie 
delriiiiciilal e k c l s  of coiisolidatioii iii tlic coiicen industry 

Iii the coiiccri industry Clcar Chmincl, the largcst concen promoter in lhe country conuols the vast majority of Ihe 
I i i c  coiiccrt busincss. Clcar C l i i i ~ c l  has exclusive contracts wil l i  nuinerous venues across the country. blocking 
R C C C S S  10 o~l ier promoters, rcsulling i n  less choice available to consumers in live entertiinment. Additionally, Clem 
Chaiine1.s guarantecd fees to llie artists they promote are so exorbitant. that lhcy inust pass along this cost to (he 
coiisitiiicr. rcsultiiig is incredibly high-priced concen tickels. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
coiiccrl ticket pnccs and scnice charges lo risc more than 60% o\'cr the past 6 years. 

'rlic ci i i i ic coiisolidation iii die conccn iiidusuy IS affecting the broadcast industry. By eliinioatiiig llic reinaiiiing 
iiiedia coiiceiitriitioii rules, thc divcrsity and indcpendencc of media oullets will be eroded so greatly as to leavc the 
coiisiiiiicr \\it11 fcucr clioiccs in  inusic. A few large corpontions will coiErol what inusic gets plkiycd and liow olteri. 
rcsiiluiig iii blaiid, "safe.. prograiiuning with litt le diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In cffect, 
tlic deinocralic voicc of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporalions work to serve thcir 
owii interests, iiot the interests of the public. Without tlic current rules in placc, there i s  no incentive by large 
corporalions to \'a? rddio broadcasts, crcate uniquc progranining, or veer from playing the songs the) want to 
proiiiote. rcsulling in  "less clioicc and no voice" for tlic coiisuiiicr. 

111 ;iddilioii. siiicc I996 radio stalions IMve becoinc very formidable coinpctitors of concen promotcrs by offcring 
riidio airplay aiid promolion in cxcliange for the artists' appexancc on Iheir radio slation concerts. Conccn 
proiiiolers caiuio~ conipcle against radio stations concctls since wc cannot offcr anything that could inatch airplay 
:]lid proiiiolioii 

4 s  ,sitcli. l l i c  FCC should rctitiii a l l  ort l lc ciirrciit media owiicrship nilcs now in question 

Siiiccrel!~ 

J A M  Productions. Lid. 
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I n  thc Matter  nf 2002 Biennial Regulator) Review -Review of the Commissino's Broadcast Owoersflili Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act nf 1996, Nntice of  Prnliosed 
Rulcmakin& MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rei. Sept. 23,2002) 

To The Sccrelaq. FCC Coinniissioncrs. a i d  Chicf. Mcdia Bureau. 

I :1111 uritiiig l o  you today to coinmeiit on Docket No. 02-277, thc Biennial Rcview of the FCC's broadcast rncdia 
nunelship nilcs. rn i t s  goals to promole coinpetiuon. diversity and localism in ioday's media market, 1 srrongly 
bcliei c Ihal l l ie  FCC should rclaj i i  a l l  of tlic cimcnt incdia ownership rules now i n  quesiion These nlles scn'e rhc 
piihlic iiitcresl b? l iniiting rhe inarker pouer or alrcady buge companies in the broadcast industr) 

I support tl ic FCC's plan to hold a public hcaring on this malter in  Richmond, VA in  February 2003. 1 sirongly 
ciicoiirage llic Coinmission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
pxlicipalioii froin thc public. Thc rarificd. lawyerly almosphere ofan FCC rulcmaking i s  not an appropriatc 
decision-niiiking vcnue when questions as profoiind as the freedom of our media are a i  slake. I encourage the 
Coininissioiicrs to come out and ineel some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issiic. bur ii 

soci:il iiiteresl 

Wit l i  II ic serious iiiipact tlicse rule clwigcs will have on our deinocracy, i t  is  imponant that the Coiiu~Uss~oii takc tlie 
l i i i ic l o  r c b i w  thcse issues iiiore Ilioroughly and allow the American peoplc to havc a meaiiiigful say iii the process. 

4s ai eiiiployce of Jan1 Produclions, Lid.. rlic counlrq's largcst iiidcpeiident conccn and theatrical proiiioter. I ca i  
spc;ik firs1 I ia id about the effects o f  ii idustq coiisolidation iii the broadcast industries, having experieiiccd rl ie 
dclriiiieiiial effccis of consolidation iii the coiicen indusq.  

111 ! l ie  coiicefl induslq, Clear Chainel, thc largesl concert promoter in Ihc country controls the vast nlajority of the 
I i \ ,c coiicert business. Clear Clianiiel l i as  exclusive coritracrs with nunicrous venues across thc country. blocking 
:icccss Io oilicr promoters. rcsulting in less clioicc available to consuincrs in live e i i te iu i lune i i l .  Additionally. Clear 
Cli;iiincl~s gturanrccd fees lo the aflists I l ic l  proiiiote arc so exorbitant, that tlicy must pass along tlus cost TO Uie 
coiisiiiiier. rcsulting is incrcdibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fails. This has caused 
colicen licket prices and servicc charges ro rise morc lhnn 60% ovcr the past 6 years. 

Tlic sane consolidalion in tlic conccn iitduslry i s  affecting the broadcast industry B y  eliminating tbe reinainiiig 
iiiedia coiicciiIr;itioii rules, the diversib and indepcndencc of media outlets wil l  bc eroded so greatly as to lcave tlic 
coiisiiiiicr w r l i  fewer clioices in music. A f e a  large corporalions wi l l  control what music gets played aiid t ion dten. 
rcsiilting in bland. "safe" progratnming wirh little diversity diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. 111 effccl. 
the dciiiocratic \;oicc or consumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporalions work to scn'e their 
ow11 iiilercsls. 1101 Uie intcrcsts of the public. Witlioul the current rules in place. thcre i s  no incentivc by large 
corpor;nioiis IO v i i ~  radio broadcasts, crcalc iiiiique programnung. or veer rrom playing the songs thc! wimr Io 
proiiiolc. resillling i n  "Icss clioicc and no voice" Cor the consumcr. 

111 addilioii. sincc 1996 radio slalioiis have becoiiie very formidable coiiipctitors ofconcen promoters by offcniig 
radio ;iirpla! and promotion in esclimge for die arlisls' appearancc on their radio station conccfls Concen 
promolcrs caiinol conipcte againsl radio slatioiis concens siiice wc cannot offer anyihing that could iillncli a~rpla) 
and promotioii. 

Ar siicli. tlie FCC should relaiii all or thc curreiir media ownership niles now in question 
Siiiccrcl!. 

JAhl Produc~ions. L.rd. 

...e >-, .. . . ~  

k i i i c  Girrcit 



..- 
~ ,.:bL January 8,2003 

l :F l lF1<2l  ( ' ~ I b l h l l ~ Y l (  !\ IIONS(X)MMISSION '\ )$QJ 1 4  m3 
I \ ; l \ l l i n ~ i ~ r n  I l l  20554 \! r ,~> * 

i +,j p,i,LP-Q 
111 tlic Vlallcr o1 ?1)112 I~ icnu ia l  Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Own&6$&uksd.4-L' 
iiiiil O l l i c i -  I< i i l rs  , \ i l i iptci l  Pursuant to Section 202 0 1  the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
I<iilcnial,iiig. RIJI Ihickrl 30. 02- 211. (rel. Sept. 23. 2002) 

I I J  

I ~ i i  \ $ I  i l i i iy  IO >oii  i c i d i i >  Io co i i i i i ie i i t  011 Docket No 02-277. the Biennial Review ofthe FCc's broadcast media 
~ w i i c i ~ s I i i ~ >  n I c \ .  111 i l i  ?ads to promote coiiipctitinn. diversity a i d  localism in today's media market, I strongly 
Ihclic\c 11i:i1 i l i c  I;('( ~ I i ~ i i i I d  i~ctain i i l l  (11'1Iic ciirimit nicdia owncrship ri l les now in  question. These rules serve the 
Iit iI i I ic i i i Ic ichi  li! Iiniiliiig l l ic market  p m e r  ol.already huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I q i p i i l  i l ic  I ( ' ( ' ' 5  1)I:iii I,) Iinld u public icar i i ig  on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
C i i L t i i i i i i S c  i l ic ( ' i m i i i i i , < \ i t r i i  1 0  linld siiiiilar Iieariiigs i i i  a l l  parts of tlie country and solicit the widest possible 
1 1 / 1 1  i ~ c i ~ i ~ i i i ~ ~ i i  Ihoiii h i ,  I i i i I J l i L c  TI ic iai-ificd. lawyci ly  atinosplicrc of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
~ l c c i , i ( i i i ~ i i i i i l ~ i i i ~  \ ciiiic \\ I icn questions U F  profound as the freedom of our media are a t  stake. 1 encourage the 
( ' ~ ~ ~ i i i i i i , \ ~ i ~ ) i i c i \  io ctmic oi i i  iiiid incel some olrhe people who donot have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
\,I1 1 : 1 1  111"11".1 

Wi i l i  llic \L'~.imi, i i i i j i x  iIic,\c inlr c1iaii:t.s w i l l  I iave on 0111 democracy. i t  i s  important that the Commission take the 
Ih i i c  i i i  I ~ ' \ ' I C \ \ '  I I ic\c i > , w c \  i i i o i ~  Iliorouglily aiid allow tlie Ainerican people to have il ineaningful say i n  thc process. 

: j s  liii ciii1iIc>ycc t i l ' l i i i i i  I J i ~ ~ i d i ~ c ~ i ~ i i s .  LICI . ilir counrry'r largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
hpc,iL I i i h i  Iiiiiid .ihoiii rlic cttccts o f  i i i i i i is t i~y consolidation in  the broadcast industries, having experiencedthe 
dcIi i i i ici i i l i l  c I  IKIS oI 'coi is(~l idat ion 111 the concert industry. 

111 11ic c o i i ~ c i i  i i i i I i i \ l i \ .  ('1c.11~ (:hamiel. h e  largest concert promoter in  the country controls the vas t  majority ofthe 
1 ~ v c  i o ~ i c ~ ' ~ ~  Iiii,iiic\s ( lc.ii Clidnncl has e x c l u s i v e  c o n h c t s  with nunierous venues across the country, blocking 
i ~ c c c i  10 i ) i l i c i  1,i(,iiiuiri\. ~csul t i i ig  iii less choice avuilable to consumcrs iii live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
( Ii. i i i i icI '\ :ii:ii:iiiiccd lee\ in tl ic artists they pi'oiiiotc arc so cxurhitant, that  they niust pass along this cost to the 
i o i i w i i c i .  i c i i i l i i i i g  1 5  iiicrixlihly iigli-priced concert tickets, outsidc thc reach otnia i iy  fans. This has caused 

I l ie  h ~ , ~ i c i : i i ~ ! ~  I ( ( ' (  ~ ~ i i i n i i s ~ i ~ i i c i s .  iiiid ('hiet. Media Bureau: 

.iiiil \ C I . \ ~ C C  charges to i i sc  more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

I Iic w i i ~  i o i i ~ ~ ~ l i c l i ~ ~ i ~ i i i  1 1 1  ilir cwicert industry i s  affecting the broadcart industry. By eliminating the remaining 
iiil~,Ila co l i c c i i i i i i i i o i i  i d c \  i l ic ~ l i v c i ~ s i i y  a i i d  iiidcpeiidcnce n1 media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
~ I I I ~ ~ I I I I I ~ I  \ I  1 1 1 1  le \ ici  cl io iccs ii i iniisic. A fcw large corporations w i l l  control what music gets played and how often; 
rc\ i i l t i i i? ) t i  bl:iiici. ..wf?.' ~iingrainining with little iii\<ersity, diminishing thc quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
i l i e  i I c i i i ( ~ c i i i ~ i c  \ o icc 01 ci i i isi imers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
m\ II IIII?ILYI~. iio[ 1111. iiirci'csts o t  the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
coqic i r i i t i<>i i \  10 \'.I) '  i.:i(Iio hrnadcacts. c icatc uniqiie programming, or vccr from playing the songs they want to 
~ i r < ~ i i i ( > i ~ c  i~,r i i11i i i~ 111 "IC<\ c l io icc encl 110 voicc" for thc cnnsunier. 

111 iillclilioii~ w i c c  I V J f ,  i i i i l i o  s ia i i o i i ~  l i n e  heconie very tormidable coinperitors of concert promoters by offering 
r.i<110 amlil.iy .iliil 1ii~oiii01ioii in c\change Ibi~ ilir ailisls' appearance on their radio statinn concerts. Concert 
1 p 1 o i i i o i u ~  i . i i i i i i i ,~ co i i i I i c i c  ageiii,\l irailin vtaiiniis coiicerrs since u e  cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
.111<1 1>1'011101 I t l l l .  

'\,\ ~ i i c l i .  l l i c  I ( ( h i i i l< l  ic1;iiii ;ill o f t l i e  ciirreiit media owncrship rules now in question 

5 1 I l C C l C l > Y  
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111 l l ie  I\l;itter nt 2002 Biriiiiial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast OWnwsMp Rules 
:ind Ollicr Itillcs .2dupted Pursuant to Section 202 n l  the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
l<iileiiiakiii& 11k1 I h r k t ~ t  No. fl2- 277. (rel. Scpr. 23.2002) 

.-I 

I o  I'lic %ciiciai!. I,('( ( oniniissioii and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I ; i i i i  ii IIIIII; 1 0  JOII  I"ila! I O  coii inienl OII Docl<el No. 0 2 ~ 2 7 7 ,  tlic Biennlal Rcview ofthe FCC's bzoadcastmcdia 
( w  i i ~ l \ I l i p  ~ r i i l c ~  111 it, c d \  tn proiiiote cnmperitioii. illversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
I~CIIC\I. 11i:il 1111, I.( '( 4ioi i ld ic ta i l i  all ot'il ic curi'ent media ownership mles now i n  question. Thcse rules serve the 
1pii I~I ic IIIICIC'II I>!. l i i i i i1 i i ig tlic market piwcr  (italready huge companies in the broadcast industly. 

I s i i ~ ~ p o ~ r  II1e I ~ (  ' ( " L  1pI11ii I C I  Ihold 3 public hearii ig on this matter in Kichmond, V A  i n  Februaly 2003. I strongly 
c i i~~~i i i : i :c  I I IC  ( ' i m n i i s \ i o i i  ro l i dd  s ~ n i i l a r  heariiigs i i i  all  parls of the country and solicit the widest possible 
IpuiI icipIIIIoII 1ioi1i l l ic Iiiihlic. The irariiicd. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
(Ici isinii- i i i . iki i i- ve i i i i r  \ \ l i en  qiiestions as protiiiind as the freedom ofour media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
( , i i i i i i i i is i ( I i ic i~, ,  lo c o n i c  ,1111 and mcct some ot ihe  pcople who do not liave a financial interest in this issue, but a 
V X I ~ I I  11111'1rcsI 

\\,'111i 1111. h c i ~ o i i \  ii i ip.icI 111csc i i i l e  clianxes will h:ive oii oiir democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
IIIIIL' I O  I C \  IC!$ IIICIC i\hiii '-. inore thoroiighly an11 ullo\v the Ainerican people to habe a ineaningful say in the process. 

, 1 1 1  ciiil,lo!,cc I ) )  hiii l ' i~o i l i ic t ion~.  I.rd.. the country's largest independcnt concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
i l ic,ih 1iu\1 I i ; i i i t l  Lihoiil 111c cif?ctr o ' in i lus tq  consnlidalion 111 the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
(ICII 111~c i i i : i 1  c l l i . c t \  0 1  c ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ l i d a ~ i o i i  in the coiicerl induhtry. 

1 1 1  I I I C  COII~I'II i i i ( l i i \ l i ) ,  ( 'lr:ir U i ~ i ~ i i i c l .  !lie largest concert piwmoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
1 1 )  i '  ~ . ( i i i c c i ~ ~  I h ~ i i i c ~ s  ('li.~ii~ ('liannel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the couiitry, blocking 
~ i c c c ~ ' .  111 oLIIci l irci i i ioleis. ircsiiltins in less choice available to consumers in livc entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
CIi~~i i i ic l ' , \  giix.iiitctd IK.. IO  thc ai'tists they proniotc are so exorbitant, that they nus t  pass along this cost to the 
i o i i \ i i i i i e i ~  icui i l l i i i r :  i s  iiici.cdihly lhigli-priced conceit tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
COIIICII i i c I \c i  111 ice\ i i i i i l  5ci \'ice charges i o  iriw iiinie than 60% over  tlic past 6 years. 

I l i c  w i i c  i o i i \ o I i d i i i o i 1  i i i  11ic coiicci't industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
i i icLl i : i  ~ ~ I I I C ~ I ~ I I I I I I ~ I ~  i i i I c \ .  ilie di \e i \ i ty  a i i d  indcperidence ormedia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
c o i i ~ ~ i i i i ~ t  \\ 1111 I c \ \ c i  ~ I i o i c c s  ii i i i i i is ic.  A te\r large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
i r c s i i l ~ i i i y  111 hlai~il. " \c~ lb '  Ipiyr i inini inS with lilile i l i vc in i ty ,  diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
tlic i lcmnclat i i .  Y O I L . ~  01 ciriisiimcrs wi l l  be iguoieil (as  they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
(NII I I I I ~ I ~ C \ I \ .  t i o r  i l i c  ~i ik ic t t s  d t h c  puhlic. Witliout the cuiient rules in place, there IS no incentive by large 
w i q x ~ i ~ ~ t i o i i <  io  \ a q  l ; idio  h im~dcas t \ .  cicate iiniqiie progiarnniing. or veer from playing the songs they want to 
1pi~oiii(irc IC \ I I I I I I I~  H I  " 1 ~ s ~  ilinicc and no voice" tor the consumer. 

111 : I ~ ~ ~ I I I O I I .  SIIICC 10% I~I<IIO stations l i avc  become very formidable conipetitors of concert promoters by offering 
ir;iiIi,, . i i i ~ j ~ l i i )  riiiil prwiiotioii in exchange lor tlic aihsts' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
I ~ ~ ~ I ~ I ~ ~ I c I ~  ci i i i i i (u coInpc'tc ~igalns t  radio staliotis cnncertz sincc wc cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
1111<1 ~711l1111111011. 

1, \11cIi. i l i i .  Ik( '( '  ~ l i ~ ~ i i l ~ l  ic l i i i i i  ;ill oftlie ciirreiit media owneinliip ruler inow in question 
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111 Ibc' \I;itter n t 2 0 0 2  Hieiininl Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
mid Otllrr I< i i l c \  :iiloptril I'iirsuilnt to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
IZIIIciiiiikiiig. b l h l  I)iicki,t So .  02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

1'11 ' I  IIC h i i i ~ c i i i i b .  I ~ (  'C' ( oiiiIiiiscionc'rs, aiid Chlel: Media Bureau: 

I ~IIII ii ii i i i i :  I<> !<iii l i i h i  10 coiiinicnt mi  I locket Nil. 02-277, t l ie Biennial Rewew ofthe FCC'c bioadcast medla 
on i i c 1 4 i i p  i i i l cs  I i i  i i \  g u l s  10 proinritc competition. diversity and localisni in today's media market, I strongly 
l i c l i c \ t '  Iliiil 1Iir Ib( ( s l i i ) ~ i l i l  irctain all OF the currcnt media ownership tu l es  now in  question. These rulcs serve the 
Ipil i l ic i i i I c i c \ I  lhy l i i i i i l i i if t l ie market powcr otalrcady liugc companies in the broadcast industry. 

I s i i1 i1 io i  I i l i c  I,( ' ("h pl:i1i i o  Iiiild a piihlic hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
c i ~ c ~ ~ ~ i i ~ i i ~ c  l l ic ( ' o i i i i i i i s c i o i i  to hold similar lieaiiiigs 111 a l l  parts of the coiiiitly and solicit the widest possible 
1p3i~iici l i i i i i (>i i  I ' ioi i i  i l ic  p i I ? I i c .  'I'Iic rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of a n  FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
( lcci, \ i ( i i i~i i i i ihi i i~ ciit ic \\lien q u 4 o n s  as profound as the freedom of our media are a t  stake. I encourage the 
l ' , i i i i i i i i ~ ~ i , , i i c i s  i u  ~ o i i i c  0111  and imcet soinc of t l ie people who do not have a financial interest in th is  issue, but a 
50' 111 I 11111'1 e.1. 

\\ ' i l l1 i l ic \ c r i ~ i i i \  i i i i l i i i c i  i I ie\c i i i lc cliangrh wi l l  have c i i i  our democracy, i t  is  important that the Commission take the 
i i i i i i  1,) I C \  I C \ \  i l i c w  ishiic, i i inrc ilioimiiiflily a n d  allow i l ic American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

.,I> .it1 o i i p / o ) c c  oi~.l,~i i i  l'i~iuliictions. ILtiI., the coiintiy's lai~gcst independent concert and theatrical promoter. 1 can 
y ; i l  1 1 1 ~ s  liliiiil 'ilxiiii tlir' cl'itxts 11f industiy consolidation in the hroadcast industries, liaving experienced the 
~ L ' I  iiiiciii;il citccts ( 1 1  ciriivlidatioii iii the coiicert industry 

111 i l ic  IOI~C~II iiiiliisii!., ( ' I w I ~  Channel. i l ic largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
l i \ i  c(>i icci~i  Ihiisiiie,,. ('Ic,ii.( ' I iamicl  has excIusi\'e conhacts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
;ICCI\\ IO  oi l ic i  1iioiii(>icr\ ircsiilting iii less choicc available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
( ' I i . i i i i i c 1  ~ i i ~ i i : i i i i L~ t c I  li,c\ io  t l ie ariihtr they proiiiotc are so exorbitant. that thcy must pass along th is  cost to the 
c ~ m ~ i i i i i c i ~  ~ c ~ i i l t i i i :  I \  ~ i ~ i ~ d i b l y  l i i $ -p r i ccc  colicerr lickcts. outside thc reach or many fans. Viis has caused 
c i ) i i i e i ~  I I ~ ~ C I  131 ICP ;iiid 5c1 \'ice chnrges ro risc more than 00'!4, over thc past 6 years. 

I lie m i i c  c c m v l i d i i o i i  1 1 1  i l ic  ciincei'r i i iduitry IS afteciiiig the broadcast industry. B y  cliniinatiiig thc remaining 
i i ie t l ic  <oi icc1i i i i i t io i i  i r i I c \ .  ilir divcisity and iiidcpendencr of media outlets w i l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
~ o i i ~ i i i i i c i  \ \  iili k \ t c i ~  c l imccs ii i i i i i is ic .  A li.w large corporations wil l  control what inusic gets played and how often, 
rcs i i l i i i i p  i i i  hluiid. ''\;ilk'. I)iopammiiig u i th  little diversiry. diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. Tn effect, 
~ l i c  i l c i i i o c i a i i i  \ o i c c  , ~ t ' u m 5 m C i . S  wi l l  he isnored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
o n  11 i i i ie i t 's i \ .  i i o t  rlic micimtv oft l ie public. Without tlic current rules in place, there is  no incentive by  large 
u q x v i ~ t i o i i s  IO WI? i,idio hioadcask. create iiniquc pi-ograinming, or veer Crom playing the songs they want to 
1)roiiiotc. ~ c \ i i l l i i i y  i i i  ..lr<\ c l i o i  

111 r i i l i l i ~ i ~ ~ i i .  > i i i ~ <  IVIO i;i,Iio slalioiis Iia\ic hccorne veiy formidable coinpctitors of concert promoters by offering 
i i id i~ i  ;III l i l~i !  ,ii!d 1)i~oi1ioiiow i n  escli i in~e tor i l ie  a i t i s t y '  appearance on their radio station concerts. C-oncert 
1pimiioicrs t i~ i i i i o i  c o i i i p ~ ' ~ ~ '  ; igai i i ,<t iadio starions concerts since we caniiot offer anything that could match airplay 
111111 111lm"11011 

iid iio voice" for the concomer. 

;\, \ ~ t c l i .  i l i c  I,'( ( '  ~Iio1i111 ic in i i i  iill o t  l l i e  cuimciit media ownership n i l e 8  no" i n  qiiestioii 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

I n  the Matter of  2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s B r o a d c b t 6 n & , R d e s  
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Ac l  o f  1996,Notice~o~Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In  its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power o f  already huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA  in February 2003. 1 strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts o f  the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC mlemaking is  not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom ofour media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

cliLvP 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues morc thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee ofJam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
livc concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that thcy must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service chargcs to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
inedia conccntration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland. “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of  consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there i s  no incentive by large 
cotporations lo vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should retain a l l  of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sinccrely, 

e P r o d u t t i o n s .  Ltd 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

-.llll-ll-lll-. 

In  the Mat ter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, M M  Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all o f  the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on (his matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere o f  an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, hut a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, it i s  important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry Consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the l a r g s r  concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wil l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often. 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In  effect, 
thc democratic voice o f  consumers wil l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests o f  the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice'' for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become v e y  formidable competitors o f  concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain a l l  o f  the current media ownership rules now in question 
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111  tllc Rl;itlcr o t  1 0 0 2  l l ic i i i i ial  Regulator) Review - Review ut  the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
:knd Othrr I<iilc+ \dopteil Pursuant to Section 202 ut  the Telecomniunicafions Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Kuleniakin~:.  M h l  I h c k c t  No. 02- 217. (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

I I) 'I'IIc Sl.crc1:iiy. I ( I  ('~iihimissioneis. and Chiet, Medla Bureau: 

I iiiii ! \ I  ilm' I(> ! ' I V  I ~ i i I ~ i ~  1 0  coii i i i ient on Docket No. 02-277, tlie Biennial Kevlew ofthe FCC's broadcast media 
( I \ \  i icr\ l i ip r i ~ I c \ .  1 1 1  115 ;<LIS to piniinote competition. diversity and localism in today's mcdia market, I strongly 
I~cI Ic!  L' 111.11 I l k  I ( ( '.l it i i iI i l reiriiii dl1 i i i ' t l i e  cuririit media ownership rules no\v iii question. 'l'hese d e s  serve the 
lp i i l i l ic  i i i IL - i I ' \ l  h i  Iiiiiiliii: l l i r  n w k e t  pn\\'er olalready lhuse companies m the broadcast industry 

I Y I I ~ > ~ ? C ) I ~ I  llic I,( 'I ' \  1p1.111 1 0  linlil ri piihlic hcariiig on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. 1 strongly 
cilc(niiili;L' 1111, ( ' o i i i i i i i s \ Io l i  IO hold siiiiilar Iheainngs in a l l  pai~ts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
Iiiii~liciIiiiiihm l i i i i i l  l l i c  I it i Idic Tlie iaiificd. l i~wyerly ainiospliere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
( I c c i S i ~ ~ i i - i t i ~ i ~ i i i ~  \ 'c i i i ic  wl ic i i  queslions as profound as rhe freedom orour media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
( ' o i i i i i i i s s i ( i i i ~ l i  I(I c i > ~ i i c  orii and i i i ee t  soine o t  tlie people who do not have a financial interest In this issue, but a 
S,K 1111 l l l l C l ~ C I l  

11:illi l l i c  \ C ~ I I I I I \  iiiipiici [Iicsc rti le chaiiges \vi11 have 011 our democracy. it i s  important that the Commission take the 
iiiiic 1,) I C \ ' I C \ \  IIic\c i \ s i i c \  1110rc thoroughly and allow the American people to have il meaningful say in the process. 

\, i l i c  l ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ i 1 1 ~ ~ 1 1 1  111 .I,iiii I l iL ,a t r ids,  I . t d .  which IS part o f  thc country-s largest independent concert and theatrical 
~ O I I I O I C I ~ .  I ~ ' i i l i  spL,:ii, /'ii,\i l iaiid ahoiil t l i c  cffcctn of iildusrry consolidation 111 the broadcast industries, having 
~ . x ~ i c i n c i i c c ( I  i l i c ,  ili.rimiitmal c l  Iccts nfcoiisolidation 111 [ l ie  conccrt industry. 

111 IIIC I(IIICCII i i i i l i iwy .  ( I C A  ( ' I ia i i i ie l .  i l i e  laigcst coiicert promoter in thc countiy controls the vast majority of the 
L.,ii icci I l h i i \ i i i ~ ~ \ \ .  ( 'li,ii~. C'liannel lias rxcIusi\,c cnntracts with nunierous vciiucs across the country, blocking 

i i c c c ~ s  to inllici ~11~0111011'11 icsultiiig 111 l e v  clioice availablc to consumers i n  live entertainment. Additionally. Clear 
( ' I i a ~ i i i c l ' ~  ~II,II;IIIIL.~~ Iw, IO tlic ai ' t ists l l iey proniotc i l i c  so exorbitant, that they inust pass aloiig this cost to the 
c w w i i i c i ~ .  irciiltii ig I \  i l ic~~cdibly higli-pi~icetl coiiceit tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
coi icci t  I ICLCI 111 ice\ ,i i icI sc i~ \ ' i cs  charges 10 iix inore than 60'X over the past 6 years. 

I Iic WIIC um\olidiii i l, i i i i i l l ic  ciincsrr iiidustry is airecting thc broadcast industry. B y  eliminating the remaining 
11ic~Ii.1 c ~ ~ i i c ~ ~ i i ~ i i i t i ~ ~ i i  iriilc,. tlic di 
C O I I \ ~ I I I ~ ~  \ \  1111 I C \ <  CI c l i o i c c ~  iii i i i t i s i c  :I t i & '  large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often. 
I~SIIII I I~: 1 1 1  Ihliml. "\.IIC 1irogi.aiiiniiiig with l i t t le diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
IIIC cIc i i i ( ic ia l ic  \IIICC (it c i l i i \ i i i i iers w i l l  bc isiiorcd (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
,>\\ i i  I i i Ic ic \ I \ .  i i ~ i r  i l i r  )iiiei.cstT 01 tlic puhlic. \Yitliout the current rules i n  place, tlirre I S  no incentive by large 
c ~ I I ~ ~ ~ ~ I I ~ ~ ~ I I ~ ~ ~  I,) t ' : in  1,iclio Ihoadcasts. c i m ~ ~ z  ii i i iqiic progranmiing, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
Iiloiiiois. icsiilhti: 111 "IC\\ c l i m c c  a i i d  inn voice" fbr tlie consumer. 

111 i ~ , l ~ l i t i o i ~ ,  \ , i i i c  IO00 Iriillo stnlioiis I iave becoinr vci~y li7rmidable compctitors o f  coiiccrt promoters by offering 
r i i i l ~ ~ ,  m~p l , i ?  x ~ c l  l i i~oiiiolioii in cvcliaiigc for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
prniiinici\ c : i i i i i o ~  i o i i i l i e l c  ; iSa i i ls t  radio tlatioiis conceris sincc we  cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
i l l l l l  prl l l l1o1loll  

.ily 2nd independence of media outlets w i l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 

4.. \ L IC / I .  illj, I I ( \ 1 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 1 ~ 1  iciniii a l l  of tlir ciirrent media ownership tu les  now in question, 
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111 lhc h1:illcr I I ~  2002 Hiennial Regulatory Review - Review 0 1  the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
i i n d  Otllcr Ruler .Aclnpteil Pursuant  to Seclion 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
I<iileiil:ikiii& VIR1 I)nckrt Nn. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23.2002) 

'T I>  I S~LIL ,~ : I I~ !Y I ( ' (  ( tminiisstoiicrs. a n d  ('Iiief. McdiaBureau: 

I i l i i i !\I iiiii: 10 ! i ~  i o h y  io coiiinient on Ilockel No. 02-277, the Biennlal Re\'icw oftlie FCC's broadcast media 
ou i i c t , \ l i i p  i ~ i i l c , ~  hi 1 1 1 .  godh  tu  promote competition. diveirity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
l h l i c \  I' 1Ii:tl 111~. I ( ( i l io i i l i l  rem111 a l l  rifttie current media owncrship rules no-' i n  question. Thcse d e s  serve the 
(1111~ l i c  iiiicic,i I,), l i i i i i i i i i y  i l ic  inzrhet piiwcr o ta l r rady  huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I h i i 1 i 1 m  IIK I , (  ( ',\ liliiii hi lirild a Ii i ihlic icaring on this matter 111 Richmond, V A  111 February 2003. I strongly 
<'i icoii i i iyc ) l i e  ( c , i i i i i i i s \ io i i  to Iiold siniilar hearings 111 all parts of the country and solictt the widest possible 
Iprlimciprlrioii I i o i i i  l l iu Ipuhlic. The i a i  iricd, lawyerly ahnosphere of an FCC rulcmaking is not an appropriate 
l l ~ ~ i s i n i i ~ i i i ~ i l ~ i i i ~  \'CIIIIC i\ licn questioiis a ?  profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
('iiIiiiiii\,iiIiici\ lo c't i i i ic mil  and i i icet wine of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
.5,111111 Illlcli'1.I 

\ \ , i l l 1  i l i c  W I O ~ I \  i i i i p : (c i  i I i c \c  iulr chaiiges % , i l l  Iiave oil ourdeniocracy. it is important that thc Commission take the 
iiiiiL' I O  I C \  i c n  IIIP\I. i \ \ i i c \  iiiorc tliorouglily a n d  nllo\v tlie American peoplc to have a meaningful say in the process. 

,)I .liiiii I limtric'ils. L k . .  which is parr o i  the country's largest Independent concert and theatrical 
p i ~ w i o i c i .  I i i i i i  \pc.ih IIIFI liaiid about Llic cfrcct, of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries. having 
c \pc i~ ic i iLc I I  1 1 1 ~ .  d c i i  ~n!iciii.~I cl'rccts i it 'coiisolidalion i i i  l l ic  concert industry. 

111 ihc co t i c c i i  iiidii,tl!. ( 'IL,;ii~ Chatiiicl. tlie largest coticert promoter in the counhy conilols the vast majority of the 
II\ I' CIIIICCI~I l h i i w i c u  ('Ir;ii. ('Iiaiincl h a s  exclusive contracts with nunierous venues across the country, blocking 
i i c c L ' ~ ?  1 0  c~ i l i c i  p i o i i i o l c i ~  ircsulting in less choice available to coiisumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
C'I i~, i i i ic l ' \  :iiiiiiliitwd tee, in the artists tlicy pioinote are so exorbitant, lhat they must pass along this cost to the 
coi i ,~ i i i ic i  i c ~ i i l i i i i ~  I \  IjIcutniibly high-pi~iccd concert tickets, oittside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
COIIICII I ICI~CI i~ i i ' c ' .  I ~ t ~ d  W \ V I C C  chargcs to rise more ilian 60% over thcpast 6 years. 

I IIC ,niiic c , m w l i d i i i m i  III i l i e  cni icet l  iiiilusti~y is aSfecting the broadcast iiidusrry. By eliminating the remaining 
i i ic<Ii<i coi icc) i i i i i1 io i i  i i i Ic\ .  ( l i e  di\wsily ai id iiidependence of media outlets will he crodcd so greatly as to leave the 
~'OII,IIIIICI u 1 1 1 1  ~ e n c i  c l i m c t ~ s  in iiiiisic. 4 Vcn lnrgc coiporations will control what niusic gets played and how often, 
rcdti i i ;  111 I ~ I~ I I I ~ I .  " U I .  pm;raiiuiiiiig w t h  littlc cli\crsity. diniinishiiis the quality or radio broadcasts. In effect, 
ihc i I w i o i ~ , i ~ ~ c  % O I C C  o l ' c o i i s u i m ~ s  will hc i g i ~ ~ d  (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
, I \ \  1 1  i i i i c ic \ r \ .  i i o  i l i e  I I I I C ~ C ~ I S  o l ' t l ic  puhlic. Without the current d e s  i n  place, there is no incentive by large 
c o i ~ x i l i i t i o i i s  I O  v,ii!' i x i , ,  hinadcasts. ci~ciltc unique programming, or veer lioni playing the songs they want to 
pioiiiotc. ~IYIIIIIII: i i i  "IC\\ LIiiiicc a i i d  110 voice" fnr the consuiner. 

1 1 1  i ~~ ld i l i o i i .  s i i i cc  1000 i i~, l io \tatintis ha\e become veiy limnidable competitors of conccrtpromoters by offering 
i'iilio a 1 1 1 ~ I : i ~  i i i i l l  pi.oii ioti im in  exchange tor tlie ailisis' appearance on their radio statioii concerts. Concert 
I ~ IO I I IO IC I \  1;iiiiioi L o i i i p c i c  : ( y i t i \ t  irildto \tations concerts since use caniiot offer anything that could match airplay 
. l11<1 ~ , r l l l l l i l l lOl l .  

1 5  ' I I C I I .  i l i c  I ( ( ~ 1 1 o i i l ~ /  ici:iiii ;ill n l ' l l i e  cuiwciit nicdia ouncrsliip d e s  tiow in question. 
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FEIIERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION ! 
Washington, DC 20554 p$,-.\C- I r-;-,c y q L :  ’% 
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In the Matter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownerihip Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant  to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Huleniaking, M M  Dncket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Conmiissioners, and Chief. Media Bureau: 

I a n i  writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277. the Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism i n  today’s media market, I strongly 
believc that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

1 suppori the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an  appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. 1 encourage the 
Conimissioncrs to come out and meet sume of thr people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these nile changes will have on O U T  democracy, i t  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

A s  a n  employee of lam Productions, Ltd., the counhy’s largest independent conceit and theatrical promoter, 1 can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effccts oC consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the conccrt industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Chamel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in lcss choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incrrdibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to sise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rulcs, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer wirh fewer choices in music. A few large colporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In  addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concen 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match a@ay 
and promotion. 

4 s  such. the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely 

X a h  Guzik c, 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
W;lshlngiolr. DC 20554 

111 the Ma t te r  of ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rulcs 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Tclecornmunicatinns Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. MM Docket No. 02- 277. (rel. Scpt. 23, 2002) 

To Tlic Sccrelan. FCC Commissioners, and Chief. Mcdia Burcau: 

I i i i i i  nritiiig to 4011 loday to coiniiieiit on Docket No. 02-271, tlic Biennial Review of the FCC's broadclrsl iniedia 
o\\ncrsliip niles. I n  i l s  goals to promote competition, divcrsity and localism in loday's media market. I strongly 
bclic\c l l i a l  [lie FCC sliould relain al l  of t l ie  current media ownership rules now in question Tlicse rules scwc llie 
piiblic iiileresl by Iiiniting llic niarket poivcr of already luge coiripanies in thc broadcast industry. 

1 siipporl the FCC's plan to liold a public hearing on lhis matter in kchmond, VA in February 2003. I stroiigly 
ciicoiirwgc t l ic Commission to hold similar hearings in a l l  pans of l l i c  countv and solicit t he  widest possible 
p;irlicipiilioii froiri l l i e  public. The rarified. lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking i s  iiot an appropnalc 
decisioii-innkiiig rcnuc whei i  questions as profound as the freedom of our media arc at stake. I encourage the 
Coiiiinissioiicrs IO come out and meet soiuc o f the  peoplc who do not havc a financial intcrest i n  this issue. but i i  
socii11 tiiicrest. 

\ V i l l i  t l ic  scrious impact tlicse rule changcs will haw on our democracy, i t  is important that the Coniinissioii take the 
t i i i i t  to rcvicw llicse issues iiiore tliorouglily and allow tlic American peoplc to havea meaningful say iii the proccss. 

A s  iiii ciiiploycc of Jam Produclioiis, L ld  . tlic country 's largcsl iiidepeiident conccn and theatrical proirioler, I caii 
spuk l irst ia i id  about the effccts of industry consolidation in  the broadcast industries, having expcricnced the 
dclriincnlal effecls of consolidation i n  t l ic concen industry 

111 l l i e  cniiccrl iiidustp, Clcar Channel. tlic largest concen promoler in  the country controls the vast majority of tlic 
l ive coiiccrt business. Clcar Cliannel hiis csclusive ContracLs with numerous vcnues across the comilly. blocking 
;icccss to ollicr promoters, rcsulting in Icss choice availablc lo consumers i i i  livc cnleltninment. Addlionally. Clear 
C1i;innel.c giiaranleed fees 10 tlic artists they promote are so exorb~tait. that they rnust pass along this cost to the 
coiisiiiiier. rcsulting is incredibly high-priced conccrt tickets. outsidc the reach of many fans. This has caused 
coiicerl lickct priccs aiid senicc charges to rise inarc lhan 60% over thc past 6 years. 

Tlic saiiic consolidation iii [ l ie conccrt industry is  affecting tlic broadcast industry. By eliminating thc rcmainiiig 
media coiiccii~ration rules, the divcrsity and independcnce o f  media outlets will be eroded so greatly as Lo leave tlic 
c o i ~ s ~ ~ ~ n c r  w111i (ewer choiccs in music A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gcls played and how ortcn. 
rcsulliiig iii blaiid. "safe" prograininiiig with l i l l lc diversity. diminishing tl ie quality of radio broadcasts 111 effccl. 
tlic deiiiocraic voice of consumers will be ignored (as they already are) iis the large corporations work l o  scne their 
ow11 intcrcsts, i ioi the interests ofilie public Without the current rules in place. there IS no incentivc by large 
corpor;itions lo v a p  radio broadcasis, create uniquc programming, or veer from playing the songs tlicy wan1 l o  
1proiiiotc. resuhing in  ' k s s  choice and no voice" for the consumcr. 

Iii addiiioii, siiice 1990 radio slalioiis have beconic vcry lormidable competitors of concert promoters by o k n n g  
radio airplay and promolion i n  exchange for the an isu '  appearancc on their radio station conccrIs. Concen 
proiiiorcrr caiinol compete against radio stations coiicerls sincc wc C a M O t  offer anything that could niatcll airpliiy 
;iiid proiiiolion. 

A b  SIICII. l l ic  FCC should relain all of lhe current media ownersliip ru les  IIO\V in qliesiion 

. ~ .  

SI Ilcclcly. 

JAM Produclions. Lid 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Wiislitiigon. DC 2 0 5 4  

111 the Mat ter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Cummission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
iind Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tu Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act  of 1996, Nutice uCPrnpused 
Rulcmakiiig, MM Docket No. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To Tlic Secrcran;, FCC Coininissioners. and Chief. Mcdia Bureau 

I i t i i i  !<ritiiig l o  yoti ioday to coiiiiiieiil on Dockci No 02-277 ,  tlic Bieniiial Review of the FCC's broadciisr iricdia 
ON tiersliip rules. l o  i t s  goals to promote coinpetition, diversity aiid localisin iii today's inedia market. I strougly 
hclie\e l l i i i t  l l i e  FCC should retain all of the current iircdia owncrsliip rules non' i n  question. Tliese rules senc tlte 
public iiiicrcst by liiniting thc market power ofalready huge coinpaiiies in the broadcast industry 

I support tlie FCC's plan to hold a public licaring on this mattcr in  Rtchinond, VA in  February 2003. 1 stroiigly 
cticourage tlic Coininission to hold similar lieariitgs in  all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
piiiticipiitioii front thc public. The rarified. l e y c r l y  atmosphere of an FCC rulcmaking is  not ai appropriate 
decisioii-ti laktiig wuue wlicn questions as profound as the freedom of our mcdia are at slake. I encourage r l ic 
1-niitiiiissioiiers to conic out and nicet sonic oTtlie people wlto do not liavc a financial interest in th is  issue, but a 
~oc i a l  ttitercsl 

-?r2.. I r q r '  !*,, ,< P r z - '  ::'. 

. . ,. ., 

\ V i l l i  IIic serious tmpacl thcse nile changes will have oit our democracy it i s  important thal the Commission takc the 
i t t i ic  tu rcvicu these issues iiiorc thoroughly and allow the Amcrican peoplc to have a nieaningful say in thc process. 

As a i l  eiiiployee 01 Jam Productions. Ltd., the country's largcst independent conccn and tliealrical promoter, 1 can 
spc>ik first hand aboitt the effccts of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having cxperienced the 
dclrunciiial effects or consolidatioii i n  the conccn industry 

111 the coiiccrt iiidust~y, Clear Chaniiel, rlic largest concen proiiioter in  tlic country controls the vast majority ol the 
l i \ c  coticcri busiiicss. Clear Cliatiiiel l i i i s  esclusivc coiitritcts with iiumcrous venucs across the country, blockiiig 
iicccss IO oilier proiiioters, rcsulting iii less choicc availablc to coi~suiiiers in live entcrtaininent. Additiottall>. Clear 
Ch i t t ie l ' s  gu;iraiireed fces to tlic aflists they proitiote are so exorbitant, that they inust pass aloiig this cost to tlic 
cotisititicr, rcsulting is  iiicredibly Itigli-priced concert tickcts. outside tl ie reach of tnaiiy fans Tliis hzs causcd 
coiiccrt iickcl prices and servicc charges to rise iiiore than 60% ovcr the past 6 years. 

Tlic saii ie consolidation in  thc concert industry is fleeting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the rcinainiiig 
nicdia concentration rules. Ihe diversity and indepcndence of media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as lo leave thc 
coiisiitner uilli kwer  choiccs in music. A Teu large corporations will control what music gels played and how often. 
rcsulting iii bland, "safc" programming with littlc diversity, diminishing thc quality of radio broadcasts. In effect; 
t l ic dciiiocratic voice of coiisuiners wil l  bc ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to s e w  their 
owti tiilerests. not the intcrcsts of the public. Without the current rules in place, there i s  no incenlivc by large 
corporations to L a c  radio broadcasts, creak unique programming. or vcer from playing the songs thcy want to 
protiiolc. resulting i n  " less choice and no voice" for tlic consumer 

111 addilioti. sit ice 1996 radio statioiis have becoinc \cry Torinidablc competitors of concert proniotcrs by offering 
riidio airplay aiid proinotion iii euchaitgc Tor the art is ts '  appexancc on Ilieir radio slation concerts. Concert 
proiitnlcrs ciiiiitoi compete against radio stations conccns since we cannot offer anylhing that could tnatcli i i irplay 
:t i  id promo tjoii 

4c snclt. t l ic FCC should rctain a11 of the curreill itiedia ownership rules now in  question 

S i  ticercly. 

JAM Productioiis.,LAd 



January 8.2003 

t EDLRAL COMMlJNlCAl~ lONS COMMISSION 

- ~ -~ 
I n  the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of  the Commission's Broadcast OwnePsTiipRules 
and Other Hules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Scpt. 23, 2002) 

T u  The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docker No. 02-277. the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. 111 i t s  goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that Ihe FCC should retain a l l  of the current tnedia ownership rules now in question. Tliese rules serve the 
piiblic interest by Iiiniting the market po-er of already huge coinpanics in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Coniinissioii to hold sinitlar hearings in all patrs ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from t l ie public. The rarified. lawyerly atniosphere ofan FCC ruleinaking i s  not an appropriate 
decision-niakiiig vcniie when qitestions as profound as the frcedoin of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Cotniiiissioners to come oiit and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
(ociill iiiterest. 

Wirh the serious impact lheae rule chaiige3 wil l  have on our democracy, i t  i s  important that the Commission take the 
litiir to rev iem t l iex  isst ies more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

A s  an employce o f  Jam Productions. Ltd., the country's largcst independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand aboutthc effects of industry consolidatioii in the hroadcasr industries, having experienced the 
deli imental effcctc o f  consolidation in the conccrt industrv. 

In the coticcrt iiidiistry. Clear Channel. the largest concen promoter in [he country controls tl ie vast majority of the 
Iivc concert business. Clear Channel has excIusivc contracts with tiumerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promotcrs. resulting in less choice available to consuincrs in live entertainment. Additionally, Cleat 
Channcl's giiaratiteed fees to the artists they promote arc so exorbitant, (hat they must pass alotig this cost to the 
coiisunier. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
coiicert ticket priccs and service charges to rise morc than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same coiisolidatio~i iii the concert industry is  affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining 
media conceiirration rules, the diversity and independence ofmedia outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consunier with fewer choices in inusic. A few large corporations wil l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. I n  effect, 
the democratic voicc of consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
ow11 interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
proinote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In  addition, sincc 1996 radio stations have become v e v  formidable competitors o f  concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain a l l  of the current media ownership rules now in question. 

Sincerely. 

J A M  Produqtions, I.td. , 



c\n: In the M a t t e r  of  ZOO2 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcabt Ownership 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, W Q f M  
Rulemaking, Mhl Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary. FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. I n  its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain a l l  o f  the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA  in February 2003. I strongly 
encouray the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts o f  the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere o f  an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at  stake. 1 encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

, "i,.̂ -.-c--- -" ' 
, "  

With the serious impact these rule changes wil l  have on ourdemocracy, i t  i s  important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee o f  Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects o f  consolidation in the COnCert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
l i v e  concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting i s  incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with l i t t le diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests o f  the public. Without the cument rules in place, there i s  no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors o f  concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete azainst radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such. the FCC should rerain all of the current media ownership rules now in question, 

Sincerely. 

JAM Productions. Ltd. - . .. 
'? -> 
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FEDEKAL. COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION t J  
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I n  thc Mattcr  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Rcview of the Commission's Broadcast 
ant1 Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to  Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulcmaliing, MM Dncket Nu. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

Tv I ' l t c  Sccrerq.  FCC Cointnissioiicrs. iitid Chief. Media Biireau~ 

I a i i i  \ \r i t ing 10 voii loda! io coniinenl on Docket No. 02-277, thc Biennial Rcview orthe FCC's broadcasl media 
wi iership 1111cs. III its goals Io  promote coinpeliiion, divcrsity and localism in today's media inarkel, I strongl)~ 
bclieic lhat tl ic FCC should relaiii all of Ihe currcnt mcdia ownership tules now in question. Thesc ni les serve tlic 
piiblic iiiicresl by ltmiling the market power of  already hugc companies in the broadcasr industn 

I siipporl tlic FCC's plan to hold a public Iicaring on this ntalter in Richinond. VA in February 2 0 0 3 .  I stroiigly 
cncourage rhc Coinmission Lo hold similar hearings in all parts of ihe couniry and solicit Ihe widcst possible 
parltcipalion from Ihe public. Thc rarified, l a y c r l y  atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is  no1 an appropriaic 
decision-inaking \'enuc wlien queslions as profound as t l ie freedom of  our mcdia arc ar stakc. 1 encourage tlic 
Coiiiniissioiiers to come oui and nieet somc o f  thc peoplc who do not havc a financial interest in this issue. bul ;I 
WCIRI iiilercsl 

Wi i l i  l l ie  serious iiiipacl thcsc n i l e  changes wil l  have on our democracy. i t  is important that the Cominission take tlic 
ltiiic to rc\ IC\\ llicse tssucs morc ilioroughly and allow I11c Amencan people to have a meaningful say iii rhc process. 

As iiii ciiiployec or Jain Producrioiis. Ltd , i l ie  country's largest indepeitdent conccrt aud tltcatrical promoter. I caii 
speak lirst hand about rlie cffects of indusiy coiisolidation in  the broadcasl iiidusines. having evpcrieiiced the 
dclriiiicnlal effccls ofconsolidalion in the coiiccrl industr). 

III ilic concert iiidusrry. Clear Channel. Ihe largcst conccn promoter in the country controls the \'as! majority of tlic 
l ivc concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous vcnues across the country, blocking 
~ C C C S S  IO other proiiiolcrs. resulting in lcss choice available io consntncrs in live cntertainment. Additionally, Clcar 
C1i;itiiicl's guamntccd fees to Ihe anisis rhcq prornotc are so csorbitanl. ihat thcy must pass along this cost to thc 
consumer. resulting i s  incredibly high-priccd conccd Iickcts. outside the reach of many Fans This l ias caused 
coiiccrl ticker prices and service cliargcs to n s c  more than 60% over thc past 6 ycars. 

'I'lic sainc consolidation in tlie coticert iiidustry is  dec t i ng  the broadcast industry By eliininating thc reinaiiiing 
iiicdtn coiiceiitriilioii nilcs. the  divcrsity and indcpendencc of media outlets wi l l  be croded so greatlq as to leave the 
coiisituicr \ v i l l i  h e r  choices iii iniisic. A few large corporations will control what music gels playcd and l ion ofteii. 
rcstilliiig 111 bland, "s;ifcc" prograiiiniing with littlc diversily. diminishing ihc quality of radio broadcasls. 111 cnect. 
tlic deinocralic voicc of consuiiiers wil l  bc ignored (as Iliey already arc) as t l ie large corporatioiis work to serve rhcir 
owii intcrcsts. 1101 Ilie inrcrests of the public. Without t l ie current rules in place, therc is no incciitive by large 
coqxmtioiis ro 
proiiiolc. rcsuliing in '.less choice and no \'oicc'' io r  thc cotisuincr 

111 addilioii. si i ice I996 radio slations haw bccoinc v c v  forinidable conipetitors of concert proinolers by orrering 
riidio i t itplay and proniolioii i n  cxcliangc For the artists' appearancc 011 their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot coinpete against radio sratioiis coiiccrts siiicc we cannot offer anything ihat could march airplay 
:)lid proiitoriori. 

radio broadcasts, creatc uniquc programming, or veer from playing the songs they wan1 to 

As siicl i . l l te FCC should rclaiii a l l  of tlic currenr media ownership rulcs now in  question 

Siiicerch 

IAM Prodiiclioiis. L id 
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FF UERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

I n  the Matter uf 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership Rules 
iind Other Rules Adopted Pursuant tn Section 202 of the Telecomrnunicatinns Act of 1996, Nntice of Proporctl 
Rii lemalhg,  MM Docket Nu. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To Tlic Secrctao. FCC Coiiniiissioncrs. and Cliicl. Media Burcau. 

I iiiii {Lriliiig to you today to coiiiiiicnt oii Docket No. 0 2 - 2 7 ,  tlic Biennial Review of the FCC’s broadcast inedia 
w iiership rilles. l i i  11s goals to proinotc coinpcliuon, diversity and localism in today’s inedia market. I strongly 
bcl ic\c I l i a1  l l i c  FCC should rctain all of t l ie curreiii inedia ownership rules now io qucstion. Tlrcse rulcs servc l l ic  
piiblic iincresr by liiinlirig the marker power of already luge companies in tbe broadcast indusrry 

I sripporl the FCC’s plan lo hold a public hearing on tliis inafter in kchmond, VA in Februar) 2003. I strongly 
ciicourage tl ic Coiiimissioii to hold similar hearings in a l l  pans ortlie country and solicit the widest possible 
pmicipalioii ironi the public. The ranficd, l a y c r l y  atinospliere o f  a i l  FCC ruleinaking is not ai l  appropriatc 
dccisioii-iliaking ~ c i i t i e  wlicii queslioiis as proroiind as the fiecdoiii of our niedia are at stake. I eiicourage tlic 
Coininissioiicrs to conic our aiid meet soiiie ofthe people who do not havc a financial intercsl iii this issue, bul a 
social iiilcrcsl 

\ V i l l i  t l ic serious iiirpacr tlicse rulc changes w i l l  havc on our dciiiocracy, it is iinponant that the Comniission take the 
l i i i i e  lo rcvieiv llicse issucs inorc Ilioroughl? and allow the American people to have a mcaiiiiigFul say in tlic process. 

As iiii ciiiplo)cc of Jain Productions. Ltd.. t l ie country’s largest indepeiident concert and tlieatrical promokr, I can 
speiik firs1 Iiand about thc cffects of industry consolidaiion in the broadcast industries. having espericnced tlic 
dclriiiicnlal cliects of consolidation in h e  concerl industry. 

111 l l i e  coiiccrl indusly, Clear Cliaiincl, [ l ie largcst conccti prornotcr in the country conlrols tlic vast inajorily of tlic 
Iivc iol lcen business. Clear Channel lias esclusivc contracts with numerous venues across the country. blockiiig 
iicccss ro other proinotcrs, resulting i n  less choice a\ailablc to consumcrs in liw cntenainmcnt. Additionally, Clear 
( h i i i i c l ’ s  giaraiiteed fccs to thc a h s t s  Ihcy proinole are so csorbitant, lhat tlicy must pass along this cost to llie 
coiisiiincr. resulting is incredibly Iiigli-priccd coiiccll lickets, outside rhc reach of inany fans. This lias caused 
coiiccn licket priccs and scn’ice charges ro risc more lhan 60% over the past 6 years. 

Tbe ciiiiic coiisolidarion iii (lie coilccn indiisll) is  ;ficcling tlic broadcast industy By eliminaling tlic rcinaiiiiiig 
iiicdia coiiceiirralioii nilcs. the divcrsih iiiid independcnce of incdia ourlcls wi l l  be croded so grcatly 11s lo leave tlic 
constinier witli [ewer choices in niiisic A few largc corporations wi l l  control what music gcls played and liow orren. 
rcsulliiig iii bland. “sale” programining uitli littlc diversity. diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In  effccl. 
llic dcinocratic voice of consuiiicrs w i l l  be ignored (as tliey already are) as the large corporatioils work to scn,e their 
onii iiirercsIs. iiot tlic interests o l t h e  public. Without the currcnt rules in place, tlierc IS no incentive by largc 
corporations ro van radio broadcasts, crcale unique programining, or vcer lroin playing the songs tliey ~ a i i l  l o  
proiiiolc. resiilting in “less choice and no voice” Tor the consiiiner. 

111 ;iddiiion. since 1996 radio stations hiivc become very formidable competitors of conccn proniotcrs by offering 
radio airplay and proinorion i n  cxcliaiige for the artists’ appearance on their radio svation concerts. Concert 
proinolcrs cannol compere against radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
:iiid )irotiio1ioii. 

A,Y si ic l~.  ( l ie FCC should relaiii all of the curreni inedia ownership rules now i n  question 

Siiiccrel? 

JAM Produc!ioiis.. Lid. 

Mclissii M CiirierrcL ,/-- 
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FEDEFWL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 1 
Washington, DC 20554 i 

I n  the Matter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review -Review of the Commission’s Broadcast ownenPiii;R&s 
and Other  Rules Adopted Pursuant  to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, M M  Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secrctary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am uriting to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the BieMial Review of the FCC‘s broadcast media 
ownership mules. I n  its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media marker, I strongly 
helieve that the FCC should retain all of the  current media ownership tules now in question. These tules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power of already huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC‘s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
ciicourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
dccision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom ofour  media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social intcrest. 

W i t h  the serious impact these tule changes will have onour democracy, i t  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As a n  cmployee of Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects o f  consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access LO other promoters, resulting i n  less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

Thc same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, dirmnishing the quality ofradio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice ofconsumers will be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in  “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

I n  addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion i n  exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership tules now in question 

Sincerely, 

k i t h  Moschea 
JAM Productions, Lrd 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Wiisliiiigloii, DC 20554 

I n  thr Mat ter  of2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Revicw uf the Commission's Broadcast OwncrStiili Ruler 
xntl Other Rules Adoptcd Pursuant In  Scction 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Nntice of Proposed 
Riilemiiking, MM Docket Nu. 02- 277. (rcl. Sept. 23, 2002) 

TO. The Sccrctztv!. FCC Coiiiinissioncrs. and Chief, Media Bweau: 

I i i t i i  u i I i i i ig lo you today lo coiiuiieiit on Docket No. 02-277, tlie Bieiuual Review of thc FCC's broadcast !media 
ouncrsliip rulcs. 111 iis goals to proniote coinpetiiion. dnersit? and locdism in today's media market, 1 s~roiigly 
IicIic\c llliil i l ic  FCC should retiiiii all of tlic current mcdia ownership d e s  now inqucsuon. Tlicsc rules scrve tlie 
piiblic iiilerest by limiting Ihe markcl power of already huge companies in thc broadcast indusw. 

1 siipporl lhc FCC's plaii to hold a public licanng oii this matter in R~cl imoi id VA in Februar). 2003. I slrongly 
ciicouragc i l ic Commission to hold similar hcarings in all pans of the country and solicit tlic widest possible 
p;iiiicipa~ion froiii tlic public Tlic rarified, lawvyerl! a~niospliere of an FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriale 
dc.cisioti-ni;kiiig w i u e  udieii queslioiis as proround as tlie freedom of our media are at stakc. I encouragc the 
Coiiiiiiissioiicrs lo comc oul and inccl some of llie peoplc uho do nor have a finaicixl interest in th is issue. but a 
w ~ i ~ i l  iiilerest 

Wi l l i  1111: scrioiis iii ipac~ ihese wlc clmiiges wi l l  have on our democracy. II i s  important Ihat the Commission take tl ic 
l i i i ic IO rcvicu 11iesc issues morc tlioroughly and allow thc American pcople to have a meaningful say in the proccss 

As iiii eiiiploqcc of Jiiin Productions. L td  . the counlry's largcsl independcnl concert and theatrical promoter. I can 
speak firs1 liaiid aboul Ihc effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcasl industries. having experienccd Ihe 
dciriiiiciiliil crccts of consolidatioii 111 l l i c  concert indiistr). 

I i i  l l ic coticcrl industry, Clear Cliannel. lhe largcsl concert promoier in the counlq controls thc vast majority of l he  
Itvc coticcfl business Clear Cllanncl 118s e ~ l u s i v e  contracis wilh iiumerous veniies across thc country blocking 
iicccss lo orlicr proinoiers. rcsulting iii Icss choice available to consumcrs in live enlcttiuninent. Additionally. Clcai 
C l i ~ i ~ i i i c l ~ s  g~i;iriiiilccd fees to llic m i s t s  they promote arc so cuorbirani. Ilia1 !hey must pass along this cost lo rlie 
consiiiiicr. resiiltiiig is incredibl! Iiigli-priccd concert tickcls, oiiiside thc rcach of many fans. This Iiiis caused 
coiiccri ticket pnccs a id servicc charges to rise more than 60% over tlic past 6 years 

Tlic s i l i i e  consolidaLioii iii tlic coiicert iiidustr) is affecting the broadcast indusby By eliiniimtiiig the remaiitiiig 
iiiedia coiicenuarioii mlcs, the divcrsi~y atid indepcndence o f  incdia outlets wil l  bc eroded so greatly as Lo leave tlic 
coiisiiiiirr !villi kwer  clioiccs in inusic A fcw large corporations will conirol what music gels played aiid how olleii. 
rcsiilliiiy in bland. "safe" programming witli little diversill, diminislung the quality o f  radio broadcasts. 111 cffect. 
l l i e  dciiiocralic voicc oTconsumcrs will be ignorcd (as they alrcady are) as the large corporations work to senc their 
ow11 IiiicrcsIs. iiot ilic inlerests o f  llic public Without tl ie currenl rules in place. thcrc is no incentive by large 
corporutioiis Lo vary radio broadcasis, create unique prograiiimiiig, or veer from playing the songs tlicy wanl to 
protiiole. rcsulting in "Icss choice and 110 voice" for tlic consumer. 

111 addiiioii, sitice 1996 radio stations liavc becoine vcry formidable coiiipelitors of conccrt promoters by orruing 
radio ;urpl;i? and promolion i n  euchmgc Tor r i le ratis&' appcaraice on iheir nd io  station concerls. Concert 
proiiioiers caiiiioi coiiipctc agaiiin radio slalions concerts since we cannot offcr anylliing tlut could match arplay 
aitd proniotioii. 

A s  siich. l l i c  FCC should rclain a l l  of the currcni media o\vnership niles now i n  question 

Siticerely 

1. 

.- . .- 

JLM Prodi~ctims. Lid. 
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FEDERAL COMMlJNlCATlONS COMMISSION 

_l,..“l”-~ . 
In the Matter 012002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcast 0w.ncrship Rules 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review ofthe FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA  in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation From the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere ofan FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the Freedom o f  our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet somc o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changcs wil l  have on our democracy, it i s  important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee o f  Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country’s largest independent concen and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert indusuy 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly hi&-priced concert tickets, outside the reach o f  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry i s  affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets wil l  he eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations w i l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice ofconsumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have hecome very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and eromotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all o f  the current media ownership rules now in question 

D M ‘ S u e  Van Cleaf-Fish 



FFDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
W,ishingloii. DC 20554 

-oop n 
111 the Matter nf 201)Z Biennial Regulatory Review, - Review of thc Commission's Broadcavt 
and Other Rules Adul'ted Pursuant tn Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice hf  Piropnsed 
Hiilemaking, MM Docket No. 112- 277, (rel. SepL 23,2002) 

To Tlic Secrclan. FCC Coininissioiicrs. and ClucT. Media Bureau. 

I ilin \\ ritiiig lo you today Io cominent oi l  Dockct No 02-277. thc Biennial Review of ihe FCC's broadcasi iiiedia 
o\\iicrsliip rules I n  its goals to proinote coinpclilion, divcrsity and localism in today's media market. I slrongly 
bdievc l l i a l  llie FCC should retain a l l  orthe currcnt incdia ownership rules now i n  question. Thcse niles scn'e the 
public iiitcrcsl by liniillng thc iiiarket power of already huge companies in thc broadcast industq. 

I siippon llic FCC's plan to hold a public Ilearing on tlus rnaller in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
ciicouragc l l ic  Coininission to hold siiniliir licarings in a l l  parts of the countrj and solicit the  widcsl possiblc 
p;irlicipaiioii boin thcpublic. Tlic rarified. lawyerly airnosphere oran FCC rulemahng i s  not an appropriate 
dccisioii-iiiakiiig veiiue when questions ;is prolouiid as thc freedom orour media are at stakc. I encourage the 
Coiiiiriissioiicrs 10 coinc oiil and iiicel soinc of l l ie  peoplc who do not have a financial intercsl in I h s  issue. but ii 
social iiilercsi 

Will> lI\c senoiis iinpaci thesc rule changcs will have oii our dcinocracy, il is iinportanl Out the Coiiuiiissioii take the 
i i i i i c  10 rc\'iew Ilicsc issties inore tliorouglily and allow tlie Aincncan people to llave a meaniiigftil say iii the proccss. 

A s  ;iii eiiiplo?cc of Jaiin Productions. Ltd , tlic country's largest indcpendent concert and theatrical proriiotcr. I CNI 

spcak first liaiid about tlic cffects of industry cansolidatiori i n  the broadcast iiidusuies, haviiig cvperieiiccd llie 
dclniiiciitiil c lTmls o f  corisolidatioii in l l i e  coiiccn industry 

111 l l ic cuiicert industry. Clear Cliannel, Uic largesl concert proinolcr in the counUy controls the vast majority of tlic 
l i \ c  coiicert business Clear C l i m c l  lias exclusi\e coiitracts with nunicrous venucs across the country, blocking 
iicccss io other promoters. rcsulting in lcss choice available 10 consumers in l ive eutertainmcnl. Additionally, Clear 
Cli;iiiiicl~s giiaraiteed fccs lo tlie arlisls they promote arc so exorbitanl. lllat they must pass along lliis cost lo IIic 
coiisiiincr. resulting i s  incredibl) Iiigli-priced conccn tickets, outside t l ie rcacli of many rans. Tlus has caused 
coiiccri ticket pnccs aiid servicc cliargcs 10 rise inorc tlian 60% ovcr [lie past 6 ycars. 

Tlic saiiie coiisolidatioii in tlic coiicen iiidustr). is  ;i lkcling the broadcast industry By eliininaung the reinaiiung 
iiicdia conceiilralioii mles. Il ie diversity and iiidepcndence of incdia outlets will be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
constiiiier willi fewer choiccs in music. A few largc corpordtions wil l  control what music gets played and bo\\' often, 
rcsuliing iii blaid. "safc" prograiiiniiiig with littlc diversity, diminishing thc quality of radio broadcasts. In efrect. 
ilic deiiiocratic voice ofcoiisuincrs wil l  be ignored (as they already are) as die large corporatioiis work lo sen'e tlicir 
uwii iiiicrcsis. iiot ihc inlerests oftlie public. Without tlic current rules i n  place. tlierc is no inceiitivc by large 
corpor;iiioiis 10 v;ib radio broadcasls. creiitc unique programming. or w c r  rroiii playing llic songs they ivaill lo 
proinotc. rcsultiiig in "less clioicc aiid iio \,oicc" for Uie consuiner. 

111 addilioii. siiice 1996 radio stalioiis have becoinc veryforiiiidable coinpetitors of concert proiiiolers by oFTcniig 
riidio airplay aiid promotion in excliange Tor tlic mists' appcarance 011 their radio station concerts. Coiiccrt 
proiiiotcrs caiiiot conipcle against radio stations concerts sincc we cannot offcr anything that could inatch ;iiqAay 
:wd proiiiotioii. 

~ . .  . 

As siicl i . i l ic FCC slioidd main  all of llic cumenl media ownership rules now in  question 

Siiicerclj 
~ . ~ .  , 

JAM Produclioiis. L l d  
, ,  

, , %  , , . , . ,  , ,  , .  



FE-DER A L  ('OM MUNlC ATlONS COMM I SSl  ON 
W,ishiirgion. DC 20554 

I n  I hc Mat ter  uf20U2 Biennial Regulator) Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
and Other  Rules Adiilited Pursuant to Section 202 nf the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of  Pmliosetl 
Rulcmakiiig, MM Docket Nu. 02- 277. (rel. Sept. 23, 2U02) 

To Tlic Secrcmy. FCC Coinirussioncrs. a i d  Chief, Media Bureau: 

I i i i i i  ur i t i i ig  to you lod;iy l o  comment on Dockei No. 02-277. the Biennial Review orthe FCC's broadcast media 
o\\iiersliip nilcs I n  its goals to promote coinpetiiion. diversity and Iocalisii i in today's incdia markct. 1 slrongly 
bclleve tlial I l i e  FCC should retain a l l  of the curreiir inedia owiiersliip mles now in question. These ndcs senc tlic 
lriiblic iiitcrcsl by liiiiitiiig thc iilarker power of already huge coinpanies in t l ie broadcast industp 

I suppori llic FCC's plan to hold a public licariiig on this inaller iii k c h i n o n d  VA i n  Febniary 2003. I slroiigly 
ciicoiirage the Coiiuiiissioii l o  hold similar lieaniigs 111 all parts of tlic country aiid solicit tlic widest possible 
parlicipalioii rrom tlic public. The rarificd. lawyerly atmosplicre of an FCC rulemaking i s  not im appropriate 
decisioii-iiiaking vci i i ie ahcu questions as profound as the freedoiii of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Coiiiniissioiicrs 10 coinc 0111 and inccl some of Llic people wlio do not haw a financial interest i n  this issue. but a 
so~ial  iiircrcsl 

\ V i l l i  llic serioiis impact thcsc rule changcs wil l  hiivc on our democracy, i t  is iinpottant that the Coiniiussioii take tlic 
I i i i i c  io re\ IC\\ tlicsc issues iiiorc tliorouglily and allou the Aincrican peoplc to have a incaniiighl say iii the process 

,As ; i n  cinployce of Jam Productions, Lid.. the coi int? '~ largest indcpeiident concen and theatrical proinotcr. 1 can 
speak first hand about l l ie  effects or induslq consolidation in Uie broadcast iiidustrics. having expcrieiiced tlie 
dciiiiiiciil;il effccts or consolidalioii in tlic concert industp. 

hi llic coiiceti iiiduslr), Clear Channel. tlic largest concert promoter in the counlry controls the vast mior i ly  of the 
l ive coiicerl business. Clcar Chiiruicl has esclusivc contracts with numerous venues across the couiitry. blockiiig 
IICCCSS to olher promoters. resulling in less choice available to consumers in livc cntertainnient. Additionillly. Clear 
Clviiincl's gtwwiteed fccs to die artists they proinote arc so exorbitanb that they must pass along tliis cos to tlic 
coiisiinicr. resulting is incredibly high-priccd concert tickels, oursidc Uie reach o f  many fans. This lias caiiscd 
coticcri Iicket priccs and servicc charges io rise iiiore than 60% ovcr the past 6 years. 

Tlie siiiiic consolidalioii iii the coiiccrt iiidustq i s  affectiiig Uic broadcast industry By eliiniiiatiiig the rciiiaiiiiiig 
iiicdia concci i~ri l l ioi i  mlcs, [lie divcrsily aiid iiidcpciidence o f  incdia outlets w i l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave rlie 
coiistiiiicr with fcuer clioiccs in inusic. A rcw large corpora~ioiis w i l l  coiiuol ujl iat inusic gets playcd and how oflcii 
rcsulliiig iii bland. "safe" programming with littlc diversib. diminislung the quality of radio broadcasts. In cNccl. 
tlic dciiiocralic voice of consumers will bc igiiored (as lliey ahead) arc) as the large corporations work to setw llieir 
o w n  iiiierests, iiol Uie iiilcrcsts of the public. Witlioul !lie cwreiit rnlcs iii place, llicre i s  no iiicenlive by large 
corporAions l o  varq radio broadcasts, create unique programining, or veer from playing thc songs they want lo 
proiiioie rcsulling in "Icss choice ;ind no voice" for l l i e  coiisiimcr. 

1 1 1  iiddilioii. sincc I996 radio stations liavc become vcry rorinidablc competitors of concerl proinotcrs by orrering 
radio airplay a id  proinotion in excliangc for Uie artists' appearance on their radio station coiicerls. Conccri 
proinotcrs ciiiiiiol coiiipete against radio slations conccns since we ciiiiiioL offer anything that could inatcli airplaq 
niid proiiiotioii 

A s  sucli. tlic FCC should rclain a l l  of rlic current iiicdiii ownership d c s  now iii question. 

Siriccrely. 

JAM Produciioiis. Ltd 
f ,-> I 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
W;isliiiigton. DC 20551 

I n  the Matter  of 2UO2 Biennial Rcplatory Review -Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownemhip Rules 
iintl O ther  Rules Adopted Pursuant  tu Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Noticc of Proposed 
Rulemakin& MM Dncket Nn. 02- 277. (rel. SepL 23,2002) 

To Tlie Sccrelan FCC Comirussioners, and C h e f  Media Bureau 

I :im \\riLiiig Io you loday to coiiiiiieiiioii Dockct No. 02-277, the Bieiinial Rcview of the FCC's broadcasl media 
ouncrslup ndcs 111 11s goals to promolc coinpelition, divcrsity a id  localisin ~n today's media market, I suoilgl? 
I)cIic\,c tluil the FCC sliould rcmin all orllie cuncnt inedia ownership rules now iii question. Tliese rules sen'e l l ic 
piiblic iiilci.csl by l i i i i itii ig Ihc inarkel power of already hugc companies in the broadcast indus ty~  

I suppoi1 llic FCCs plaii to hold a public licaring on llus iiialtcr in kcliinond, VA in February 2003. 1 stroiigly 
ciicnurage llic Coiiunission to hold similar liearings iii all parts of thc country aiid solicit the widest possible 
p~iilicipalioii froiii tlie public. The ranfied. lawycrly atmosphere of ail FCC ruleinaking is not an appropnalc 
dccisloii-iiiakiog w i u c  when qucstions as profound as thc ireedom or our media are at stake. I encouragc llie 
C'oiiiiiiissioiicrs lo coinc out a i d  nice1 some of tlic people who do not havc a financial interest iii this issue, bill a 
social iii~crcst 

Will] llic senous iinpact rhcse nile changes will havc on our dcmocracy, i l  is iinportanl that the Coiinlussioii takc Ihc 
~ i i i i c  to rcvicm these Issucs inorc thoroughly and allow thc American pcople to hiivc a ineaninghl say in the process. 

As ;LII  ciiiploycc of J a n i  Producrions. Ltd , rlic cotintry's largest indepcndeiit concen and tliemic;il promoter. I can 
spe;ik first haid ;iboul llie effccts of indusli? consolidation in the broadcast iiidustries, having cvperienccd l l i c  
dctniiicii~;il effecls of consolidalion iii (he concert indiislq. 

I i i  ilie coiiccrl i~ idi is ln,  Clear Chamiel. Ihe Ixgcsl coiiceti promoter in llic country conlrols tlie vast majority of tlic 
Iivc coiiccn busincss. Clear Channel has eYcIusi\Je contracls will1 numcrous venues across tlie counlq', blocking 
iicccss lo otlicr proiiioters, restilling iii less choice available to constiiners in  live entertNiimenl. Additioiially. Clear 
Clii i i ir iel 's ylariliileed fecs 10 llie 'mists !hey promolc are so esorbilant, that thcy must pass along tlus cost to ilie 
cniisiinier. resulliiig is incredibly Iiigli-priced concerl lickets. oursidc the reach or many fans. This has c;iiised 
cniicerl lickct prices and service charges to risc more tlian 60% over the past 6 years. 

Tlic siiiiic consolidation iii ihc concert iiidusll) IS affectiiig (he broadcast iiidusw. E) eliminating tIic reiiia~iiiiig 
iiicdia coiicciitriilioii rules, !lie diversity aiid indepciidence of mcdia oullets will be eroded so grcally as to Icave l l ie 
coiisiiiiicr w i i l i  fewer clioiccs in music A fcw large corporations will coiiuol wlial music gels plaqcd and how oflcii 
icsi i l l i i ig i i i  bliiiid. '.safe" programming n i l l i  little diversily, diminishing tIie quality orradio broadcasls. 111 effccl. 
l l ic dciiiocr;nic voice of consuiners will bc ignored (as lhey already are) as  the large corporaljoiis w)ork to scrvc their 
o\vii iiileresls. iiol rlie iiitercsls of the public. Witlioul Ihe current rulcs in place, thcre is no incenlive by large 
corpor;ilions IO v a y  radio broadcasts, create uniquc prograniining. or veer from playing the songs tliey wan1 In 
proillole. resulting in "less choice aiid no voice" for tlic consumer. 

In  addillon, since 1906 radio stations 1i;ivc become v e v  formidable competitors of conccn promoters by orferil~g 
radio airplay aiid promotion in cuchange For the mists' appcarance oil their radio station conccns. Concell 
proiiiolers ciiiinol compete iigainsl radio stiilioiis coiicerts since we caniiot offcr anything that could inatcli iiiiplay 
aiid lproiiiorioii. 

AS s i ~ l i .  lhe FCC sliould retain all orllie current mcdia ownershipniles now in qucstion. 

Siiiccrcl\ 
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I n  Ihe Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcait @@f$sh~A&@O~ 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1 9 9 6 , : N o t i & k ' ~ 5 S e d  ' ' 

Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

To. Thc Secretarv, FCC Conimissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I a l i i  \<riling to you today to coniiiient o n  Docket No.  02-277. the Biennial Review ofthe FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In i t s  p a l s  to promote competition. diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe ihat the FCC should retain a l l  ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules scrve the 
public intcrcsl by limiting the marker power o f  already h u y  companies in the broadcast industry. 

I cupport tlic I:CC's plan to hold a public lienring on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. I strongly 
ciicourage rhc Commissioli to liold similar hcariiigs in a l l  parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
parlicipaiion from the public. The rarificd, lawyerly atmosphere o fan  FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropriate 
dccisioii-making vcnue when qiierlioiis as profound a i  the freedom orour media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come our and inicet some o f  the pcople who do not have a fiiiancial intcresr in this issue. but a 
social interest. 

With l he  serious impaci rhcse rule changes wil l  l i ave  on our democracy, i t  is iinportant that the Commission take the 
titme to rcv icw these issues more lliorouglily and allow chc American people to have a meaningful say in the process 

As ;in cinployre otJam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concen and theatrical promoter. I can 
\peak first hand ahout the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, havin:: experienced the 
detrimctilal effects o f  consolidation in the concert induslry. 

In the coticerl industry. Clear Channel, t l ie largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
livc concert business. Clcar Channel has esclusivc contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking 
access to other promoters, rcsulting in less choice available to consumers it1 live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaraiitccd fees to the artists they promote are so exorbiianl. that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets. outside the reach ofmany fans .  This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

'The same consolidalion iii rhe concert industry i s  affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concmlration rules, the diversity and independence otniedia outlets wil l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wil l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programniing with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democraric voice of consumers wil l  he ignorcd (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own inlerests. nor the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there i s  no incentive by large 
corporalions to vary radio broadcasts, creatc unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in "Icss choice and no voice'' for the consiitner. 

In addition. since 1996 radio stations h a w  hecome very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio ttations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and momorion. 

As ruch, the FCC should retain a11 ofthe current media ownership rules now in question 

Siiicerely. 

JAM Productions, Ltd. ., - 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Wiishiiipnin. DC 2OS54 

I n  tlie Matter  of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Reuiew - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
iind Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Prulinsecl 
Rulemalhg,  MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) 

'To. Tlic Sccrelag. FCC Coinmissioiiers. and Cliicf, Media Bureau: 

I a n i  ur i l i i ig  lo you today to coinment oii Docket No 02-21?'. the Biennial Review oi the FCC's broadcast media 
ob4 liersliip rules In i ts goals to proinote competition, diversity and localisin in today's mcdia market. I strongl) 
bclicw h i l l  the  FCC should retain a l l  of the current media ownership rules now in  question. Thesc rules serve the 
piiblic inlcrcst by l imit ing the niarkcl power oralready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I suppori l l i c  FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in fbchinond, VA in  February 2003. 1 strongly 
ciicouragc t l ic Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible 
p:iilicipiitioii froiii the public. Tlic rarified. la\ryerly amospherc of ai i  FCC mleinaking is  no! an appropriate 
dccision-making venue when queslions as profound as thc l'Teedoin or our media are at stakc. 1 encourage tl ie 
Coiiiinissioners 10 coine 0111 and meet some of t l ic people who do iiot have a financial interest in this issuc, but ii 
(ociiil iiilcrcst. 

\Vi l l i  the scrioiis impacl tlicse ru le  changes will havc on our democracy, i t  i s  important that the Commission take the 
t iuic i o  rcvicu these issucs more thoroughly and allow tlic American pcople to havc a meaiiinghl say i i i  tlic process 

A s  iiii ciiiploycc of Jam Productions. Ltd.. the country's largcst indepcndeiit concert aiid theatrical promoter, I caii 
spcak firs1 hand about l l ic  cEects of iiiduslly consolidatioii i n  the broadcast industrics, having cxperienced the 
dclriinenral cfrccts of coiisolidatioii i n  thc coiicen industrq 

I n  the ciiiiccn i i iduslv. Clcar Cliaiinel. the largcst concert promoter in thc country controls the vast inajorib of l l i c  
I i \ ,c coiiccrl business. Clear Channel has c\cIusive conlracls with numerous venucs across the country. blocking 
~ C C C S S  IO nllier proniolcrs, resulling iii less choicc availablc Io consumers in live entertainment. Additionally. Clcar 
C'li;riincl's guaraiitccd fees to thc anists {hey promole are so exorbitant. that they must pass along this cost to the 
coiisuiiicr. resultiiig is incredibly high-priccd concen tickcls. outside tlic reach of many fans. This has caused 
coiicen Iickcl prices and scwice cliargcs to r ise more than 60% over tlie past 6 years. 

Tlic saiiic coiisolidation i n  the conccn industry is  alTecting tlic broadcast industry. By eliminating the rcmaining 
iiicdi;i cnncciilration rulcs, the divcrsity and indcpendeiice or media outlcts wil l  be eroded so greatly as to leave thc 
consumer w i ~ h  fewer choices in  music. A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how often. 
rcsulliiig i n  blaiid. "sake" programming with little divcrsity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. 111 effcct. 
Ilic democratic voice of consumers wi l l  be ignorcd (as they alrcady are) as the large corporations work to scwe he i r  
own iiiicrcsts. not ilic interests or the public Without the currcnt rules i n  placc. there i s  no inccntive by largc 
corpor;itions to v a n  radio broddcasls. crealc unique programming. or veer from playing the songs the)' \rant to 
1proiiio1e. rcsulliiig in  "less clioice and ino voice" for thc consumer. 

I II ;iddillon. siiicc I906 radio stations havc bccoine very forinidable coinpctitors of concert promoters by ollcring 
r;rdio airplay aiid promolion in  exchange for the artists' appearancc on their radio station concerts. Concert 
proiinotcrs caiinol coinpctc against radio slations conccns since we cannot offer anything lliat could inalcli airplay 
iiiid proriiotioii 

As siicl i . l l i c  PCC should retain all of thc currcnt media ownership tules now in question 

S i  iiccrely 



January 8,20$ 
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JAb! 1 4  icl!13 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION G 

1 
I Washington, DC 20554 

In  the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's B roadus t  Olunership'RUles 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of  1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

1 am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In  its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I suppofl the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all pans of the country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some of the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, hut a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy. it i s  important that the Commission take the 
lime to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee o f  Jam Productions, Ltd., the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects of consolidation in the concert industry. 

In  the concert industry, Clear Channel, thc largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority ofthe 
l i ve  concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access lo other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer. resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets w i l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wi l l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with littlc diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers wi l l  he ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporalions to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote. resulting in "less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors ofconcert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the art ists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain a l l  of the current media ownership ru les  now in question 

Sincerely, 

JAM Productions, Ltd. ~. 

I1C$ . tfiPILR!.-3-' 

. 
Mike LeMaistre 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

A 
In the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broad&'i%&%&s-- 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act  of 1996; Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docker No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC's broadcast media 
ownership rules. In its goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today's media market, I strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC's plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, VA  in February 2003. I strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in a l l  parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere o f  an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, but a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, i t  is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee of Jam Productions, Ltd.. the country's largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects of industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects ofconsolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority o f  the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country. blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel's guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to rise more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. By eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence o f  media outlets w i l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large Corporations wil l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, "safe" programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality o f  radio broadcasts. In  effect, 
the democratic voice o f  consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests ofthe public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in " less choice and no voice" for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors of concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists' appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concens since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the TCC should retain all o f  the current media ownership rules now in question 

Sincerely, 

J A M  Productioiis, Ltd. 



FEDERAL COMMLrNlCATlONS COMMISSION 

. -.. ' .  
I n  the Matter  of 21102 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules 
i l i ~d  Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunicatinns Act of lYY6 ,  Notice of Proposed 
Riilern;iking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. S e p ~  23, 2002) 

To Thc Sccrctiuy FCC Cominissioners. ;uid Clucf. Media Bureau. 

I iini \~nunl: to you today to coiiinicnl oii Dockci N o  02-277. the Biennial Review of the FCC's broadcast media 
o\\iicrship nllcs In i t s  go;ils lo promote competition. &\'crslty a i d  localism iii today's inediii market. I strongly 
bclic\c 111;it tlic FCC should rctain all of tlic currenl media ownership mlcs now iii question. These rulcs serve the 
p i ib l~c  inlcrcsl by Iiniiling the nurkcl power of alrcady huge companies in the broadcast industy 

I suppofl the FCC's plan to hold a public hewing on llus matter in kchinond. VA in Fcbruaq 2003. I strongly 
ciicourage the Conunission to hold similar Ilearings in all pats of tlic country and solicit the widest possiblc 
piiilicipalioii lroin rhe public The r,uified. lawycrly arinosphcrc oran FCC rulemaking i s  not an appropnalc 
decision-niakiiig w i u e  \\'hell qucslions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I cncourage the 
('oniiiiissioiicrs lo coinc OUI and iiieet some of tlic people who do not have a finaicial interest in t h i s  issue. but :I 
social iiileresl 

Willi l l i c  scrioiis inip;icl tlicsc rule chaiges wil l  l iave on our democracy, i l  i s  important that the Coiiiiiiissioii rake rlie 
i i i i ic io rc\'ic\v i l iese issties iiiorc Ilioroughly and ;illo\+~ i l ie  American peoplc lo have a iiieaniiighil say in Ihc process. 

A h  ;in eniploqcc of Jam Productions. Lld.. l l i e  county's largcsl independent concert and theatrical promoter. 1 ci i i i  
spcak first hiind aboul l l i e  effects o f  industy consolidation iii tlic broadcast industries. having cspcricnccd the 
deiriiucni;il cffecrs oFcoosolidalioii in  the concert industry 

111 [ l ie coiiccrt iiidiismy. Clear Cliaiincl. the largest conccn proinoler i n  the country controls tlic vast iinjoriry of tlie 
l i x  concert busiiicss. Clcar Clmuiel has cyclusive contracts with nuiiicrous venues across tl ie countr). blockiiig 
iiccess to ollicr proiiiorers. resulting iii lcss choice available to consuiners iii live entertainmeiit. Addillonally. Clear 
Cli i ini iel~s guaraiileed fees to ilic anis& l l iey promote arc so cxorbitant, that they Inus1 pass aloug tlus cost to the 
coiisuiiicr. resulling is  iiicrcdibly Iiigli-priced coiiccn iickels, outside the rcacli of niruiy h i s .  This 11% cduscd 
coiiccrt tickc! pnccs and service chiirgcs 10 rise iiiore tlim (10%~ ovcr llic past 6 years 

Tlic r i i i i ie consolidation in the conccn iiidustr) IS affecting tlic broadcast industq By eliminating tlic rc~iiaiiiing 
iiiedia c o ~ ~ c c i ~ ~ r a u o i ~  rules, tlic divcrsily and independeiice of iiicdia oullels wil l  be eroded so grcatl) as lo leave the 
C~IISIIIIIC~ with fewer clioiccs in  music. A few large corporations wil l  control what music gets playcd and liow ofteii 
rcsultiiig iii bland, "sate" programiiing with little diversity. diminishing thc qualily of radio broadcasts. 111 effect. 
the democratic voice of coiisuincrs wi l l  be ignored (as they alrcady are) as h e  large corporations work to 5erve their 
o \wi  inleresls. iiot rhc interests ollhe public Without the current rules in placc. tlicre i s  no incenlive by large 
corporallolls io \flay radio broadcasls. create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs thcy waiit to 
proirioic, resulting in "Icss choice and no \'oice" for Ihc consumer. 

III ;iddition. siiicc 1 YY6 radio slatioiis Ihvc bccoine very cormidable conipctitors of concell proinolers by offering 
radio iurplaq and promotion iii euchangc for llic aflisls' appeiuance on h e i r  radio slalion concens. Concen 
yroinoters Ciiniiot coinpcle against radio slations conccns since we cannot offer anything that could matcli i r p l a y  
;ind proinotion 

As siicli. !lie FCC shoiild reulio all o f  Ihe cumcnt incdia ownership rules now in question. 

Sinccrcls. 

J A M  Productions. L id  



r E D t R 4 L  COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
W.isliiiigoii DC 20551  

^. ,.,, I 

I n  the Matter of 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission's Broadcast &n 
;ind Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Tclecommunicatinns Act  of 1996, Nntice.of Proposed 
Riilemakinx, MM Docket No. (12- 277, (rel. Sept 23,20U2) 

10 Tlic Secrctiin. FCC Coinmissioiicrs. a i d  Chief. Mcdia Burcau: 

I i i m  nnl i i ig to )ou today to coiniiicnl oii Dockel No. 02-277, tlic Biennial Review orthe FCC's broadcast iiiedia 
ouiicrship rnlcs. 111 i t s  goals lo promote competitioii. diversiiy and localism in today's media !marker I strongly 
belic\c h i t  lllc FCC should retiliiiall of the currciil inedia ownersliip rules now in  question. These rules sene ilie 
public iiitcrcsl by liniiling the iiiarket powcr of already huge companies in ihe broadcast industrq.. 

I sopporl tlic FCC's plan to hold a public hcaring oii th is matter in hcbmond, V A  in February 2003. I suoiigly 
ciicour;igc l l ic  Coiiiinission to hold siinilar hearings in al l  parts of tlie counlrq and solicit tlie widest possible 
1p;irIicipalioii from the public. The ranficd, lawyerly atmosplierc of an FCC rulemakmg is not an appropriate 
dccisioii-iliaking vcnuc when qiicslioiis as proround as Ihc freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage tlie 
C'oiiiiiiissioiicrs Io coine 0111 and iiiect soinc of the people who do not have i i  financial interest in tlus issue. but a 
coci:iI iiilercsi 

Wi l l i  llic scrioiis iinpact t h e  mlc cllanges wi l l  liavc on our dcmocracy, i t  i s  important tliat Ihc Conunission lake t l ie 
l i i i ic Io rcvicw lliese issiics inore tliorouglily and ;illow {lie American people to havc a meaningfd say in the proccss. 

As mi ciiiploycc or lain Produclions. Ltd., [ l ie couiity's largest indepcndenl concert and iheatrical proinoler, 1 can 
speak lirsl hand about the effccls of induslq consolidalion in  the broadcast industries, having espeneiiccd (l ie 
dclriiiiciilal cffccls o f  consolidation iii tlic coiicert industry. 

Iii i l i c  coiicert induslly, Clear Cliauiel. die largcst coiicert promoter in the country controls tlic vast inajonly orthe 
I iw  coiicert busincss Clear Chmie l  Iias exclusive contracls with numerous vcnues across the counuy, blocking 
iicccss Io otlicr proinoters, rcsulting iii less choice availablc to consumers in live entertainmen!. Ad&tioiially, Clear 
Cl i~ in i ic l 's  guaranteed fccs IO tlie anists tlicy promote arc so exorbitant, Uiat they inust pass along this cost l o  llie 
coiistiiiier. rcsultiiig IS  incrcdibly Iiigli-priced concert tickets, outside the reach or many  fans. This has caused 
coiiccrl licket pnccs and service charges io rise more lhan 60?4 ovcr tlie past 6 years. 

Tlic same consolidation iii the conccn industry is  aIkcl ing the broadcast industry By eliminating die reiiiaining 
inedi;i coiiccntration rules, thc diversity and independence of incdia outlets wi l l  bc eroded so greatly as lo leave tlic 
coiisiimcr with fewer clioices iii music A few large corporations will control what music gets played and how oflcii 
rcsultiiig i n  bland. "safe" progriuming witli little diversity. diminishing the quality or radio broadcasts. In crfcct, 
llie deinocratic voice of coiisuiners wil l  bc ignored (as diey alrcad? are) as tlie large corporauons work to scn'c h e i r  
OM'II iiilerests, iiot llic interests of tlic public. Without llic current rules 111 placc, tliere is  no inceiiti\c by large 
coyor?ilions to v a ~  radio broadcasts, crcale unique programming. or veer from playing the songs they wan1 lo 
proiiioic. rcsirlling iii "Icss choice mid no VOICC" for the coiisiimcr. 

Iir addition, siilcc 1996 radio stations I w c  become very formidable competitors of conccn promoters by offering 
nidio airplay arid proinolion in  evchangc for the artists' appearancc on their radio station conccrts. Concert 
proiiiolcrs caiiiiol coinpcte against radio stations coiiccns since we cannot offer anything that could match airp lay 
:iiid prniiiolioii 

4 siicl i. l l i e  FCC should rclaiii all of l hc  current niedia owticrslup rules now in qucstion 

Si iiccrcl v 



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20554 

I n  the Matter of2002 Biennial Regulatory Review - Review of the Commission’s Broadcnsi&& 
and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, MM Docket No. 02- 277, (rel. Sept. 23,2002) 

To: The Secretary, FCC Commissioners, and Chief, Media Bureau: 

I am writing to you today to comment on Docket No. 02-277, the Biennial Review o f  the FCC’s broadcast media 
ownership rules. In i ts goals to promote competition, diversity and localism in today’s media market, 1 strongly 
believe that the FCC should retain all ofthe current mediaownership rules now in question. These rules serve the 
public interest by limiting the market power ofalready huge companies in the broadcast industry. 

I support the FCC’s plan to hold a public hearing on this matter in Richmond, V A  in February 2003. 1 strongly 
encourage the Commission to hold similar hearings in all parts ofthe country and solicit the widest possible 
participation from the public. The rarified, lawyerly atmosphere of an FCC rulemaking is not an appropriate 
decision-making venue when questions as profound as the freedom of our media are at stake. I encourage the 
Commissioners to come out and meet some o f  the people who do not have a financial interest in this issue, hut a 
social interest. 

With the serious impact these rule changes wi l l  have on our democracy, it is important that the Commission take the 
time to review these issues more thoroughly and allow the American people to have a meaningful say in the process. 

As an employee o f  Jam Productions, Ltd., the country’s largest independent concert and theatrical promoter, I can 
speak first hand about the effects o f  industry consolidation in the broadcast industries, having experienced the 
detrimental effects o f  consolidation in the concert industry. 

In the concert industry, Clear Channel, the largest concert promoter in the country controls the vast majority of the 
live concert business. Clear Channel has exclusive contracts with numerous venues across the country, blocking 
access to other promoters, resulting in less choice available to consumers in live entertainment. Additionally, Clear 
Channel’s guaranteed fees to the artists they promote are so exorbitant, that they must pass along this cost to the 
consumer, resulting is incredibly high-priced concert tickets, outside the reach of  many fans. This has caused 
concert ticket prices and service charges to r ise  more than 60% over the past 6 years. 

The same consolidation in the concert industry is affecting the broadcast industry. B y  eliminating the remaining 
media concentration rules, the diversity and independence of media outlets wi l l  be eroded so greatly as to leave the 
consumer with fewer choices in music. A few large corporations wil l  control what music gets played and how often, 
resulting in bland, “safe” programming with little diversity, diminishing the quality of radio broadcasts. In effect, 
the democratic voice of consumers wi l l  be ignored (as they already are) as the large corporations work to serve their 
own interests, not the interests of the public. Without the current rules in place, there is no incentive by large 
corporations to vary radio broadcasts, create unique programming, or veer from playing the songs they want to 
promote, resulting in “less choice and no voice” for the consumer. 

In addition, since 1996 radio stations have become very formidable competitors o f  concert promoters by offering 
radio airplay and promotion in exchange for the artists’ appearance on their radio station concerts. Concert 
promoters cannot compete against radio stations concerts since we cannot offer anything that could match airplay 
and promotion. 

As such, the FCC should retain all of the current media ownership rules now in question, 

Sincerely, 

J A M  Productions. Ltd. 

David Rockland 


